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BULGARIA 


PROBLEMS, DEVELOPMENT OF MANACEMENT OF SOCIALIST PROPERTY 
Conference on Management 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 1983 pp 3-4 


[Series of articles published by the Institute for Marxist-Leninist of the 
Sofia City BCP Committee] 


[Text] A discussion on "Management of Socialist Property" was held in one of 
the premises of the Lyudmila Zhivkova NDK [People's House of Culture] on 

21 December 1982. It was organized by the Sofia City BCP Committee Institute 
for Marxist-Leninist Propaganda, the Sofia City Council of the Georgi Kirkov 
Society and the Sofia City Bulgaria Trade Unions Council. Senior Scientific 
Associate Ognyan Panov acted as scientific moderator. Professor Dr of Econo- 
mic Sciences Zhak Aroyo made the opening statement. 


The purpose of the discussion was to exchange views and interpret various 
aspects of the practical problems related to the administration and manage- 
ment of socialist property in accordance with the economic approach and its 
mechanism, the decisions of the 12th BCP Congress and the new stipulations 
and approaches included in the post-congress speeches and reports by Comrade 
Todor Zhivkov. 


Noted Bulgarian scientists--economists, lawyers, philosophers, sociologists, 
ethicists, party and trade union personalities, representatives of various 
departments, enterprise directors, brigade leaders and journalists took 
active part in the discussion. 


The debates proved that a number of problems related to managing socialist 
property remain controversial while others, particularly those which deal 
with the management system (mechanism) have been insufficiently developed. 


Such was precisely the reason for which the editors decided that the discus- 
sions on this topic will be continued in subsequent issues. However, in 
order to make them more useful, it would be desirable to include the partic- 
ipation of a broader circle of scientific workers and party, state and eco- 
nomic personalities, particularly those engaged in nonproduction practical 
work. 


In this respect we are in a very favorable position, considering the circum- 
stance that only 2 months ago the nationwide discussion of the party concept 











of a new Labor Code was conciuded, in the course of which statements and 
suggestions were formulated, which were unquestionably directly related to 
the management of socialist property. 


The results of the discussion, the efforts of scientists and practical 
workers in particular, pertaining to still unresolved problems awaiting their 
practical solution, will be reported in this publication. 


The editors ask that those who intend to make a statement on the questions 
raised focus their attention mainly on problems more directly related to the 
management mechanism, particularly those which are most directly related to 
current practical work. 


Problems of Socialist Property Management 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 4-8 
[By Professor Dr of Economic Sciences Zhak Aroyo] 


[Text] In answer to economic requirements, the BCP Central Committee and 
Comrade Todor Zhivkov, its general secretary, personally raised at the 12th 
Congress and subsequently a number of topical basic problems of economic 
theory, directly related to the solution of ripe contradictions in our 
economy. One of them is the problem of managing socialist property and 
managerial functions. 


As the representative of the people, under socialism the state is the owner 
of productive capital. The property of the whole people is indivisible and 
inviolable. However, the state cannot manage productive capital alone and 
directly. It assigns such functions to the separate economic units which 
become possessors and managers of socialist property. As such they manage 
productive capital. 


As possessor and manager of productive capital, the economic organization is 
an economically separate and autonomous economic unit. Its relations with 
the state, the other economic organizations and the members of the labor col- 
lective within it are economic (production) and reflect the objective re- 
quirements of socialist economic laws. The main role in productive capital 
management, as a manifestation of the economic autonomy of the economic 
organization, is played by the laws of planned development and value which, 
on the one hand, reflect the integrity of the national economy, the ownership 
of the whole people as the base for its existence and planning as the means 
for the dynamics of the public product and, on the other, the autonomy of 
economic units and the commodity relations among then. 


Two aspecte are of fundamental importance in the features of the economic 
organization as an autonomous owner and manager of the productive capital of 
the whole people. First, the unity between the economic unit and its labor 
collective. M the one hand, they are independent, which is the base for the 
independent economic and juridical responsibilities of the economic organiza- 
tion and its labor collective. the other, they are integral, for their 














interests coincide, which is the base for the unification of their functions 
in terms of management and creation of cenditions for the full manifestation 
of socialist democracy within this process. The second is the quality of the 
economic unit as a separate commodity producer, which predetermines the com- 
modity-monetary nature of its relations with all other economic units and 
their full subordination to the requirements of the law of value and the 
need, in its implementation, to use categories such as commodity, price, 
money, profits, capital, wages, and so on. 


The profound meaning of the concept that the state is the owner of produc- 
tive capital, while the economic organization and the labor collective are 
ite manager, is to make an objective distinction between the basic functions 
of the state and those of the economic unit in the organization of the public 
production process. So far, this problem has had different and not always 
successful solutions in our economic practice. 


The basic economic functions of the state as the owner of productive capital 
may be reduced to the following: formulating the objective of socioeconomic 
development and related tasks; defining the main ratios in public production 
based on such tasks; formulating and regulating basic economic relations with 
other countries; clarifying basic processes in scientific and technical 
development, reiated to public production and its progress; defining the 
basic norms of national economic significance, which form the "parameters" 
within which the process of management takes place, such as prices, taxes, 
interest rates, customs duties, and others. These basic economic tasks of 
the state are synthetically expressed in its function of formulating the 
national economic plan for the country's development. They are not directly 
related to the process of managing productive capital but merely define its 
parameters, trends and main tasks and, therefore, basic obligations. 


The fundamental functions of the economic units and labor collectives are 
reduced to managing the productive capital put at their disposal. Managing 
covers the processes involved in organizing the circulation of productive 
capital and related production, economic, financial and scientific-applica- 
tion activities. It covers the processes of production organization, pro- 
curements, marketing, scientific and technical progress and the application 
of the latter's achievements by the economic organization. A. of these 
functions are synthetically expressed in the obligation of the economic 
organization and the labor collective to formulate their own (counter) plan. 
Management functions are summarized by establishing economic organizations 
operating on the basis of total cost-effectiveness and self-financing, re- 
lating their operations and development with the income earned from the sale 
of their output, the conversion of profit as the basic indicator and incen- 
tive for economic activities and the formation of their funds as a result of 
their profit. 


The establishment of the economic organization as the owner and manager of 
the productive capital of the whole people calls for the use of economic 
regulators and means of economic influence and economic coercion on the part 
of the state as the owner of productive capital. The problem of regulators 
and levers of influence and economic coercion is the most complex and diffi- 
cult in shaping the mechanism for national economic management. Its proper 





solution also determines the application wf the economic approach to this 
process. 


Economic regulators and levers include above all value categories, which are 
a wm nifestation of the functioning of commodity-monetary relations with a new 
socialist content. 


The price is the main regulator and factor of economic influence. Its func- 
tions under socialism are to express the value of the commodity, encourage 
structural and varietal production changes, reflect and guide supply and 
demand, regulate market relations, and others. 


Taxes, on turnover and profit above all, are the main regulator. These are 
forms of economic realization of the ownership of productive capital by the 
whole people. They determine the income of the state and profits left to the 
economic organization and are the economic expression of ownership and man- 
agement. 


The normative payments to the budget, through which the growth of the average 
gross wage is controlled, also perform regulatory functions. Their main task 
is to regulate the correlation between wage increases and labor productivity 
and to broaden the stimulating role of wages. 


The economic organization is the basic unit in the organizational structure 
of the national economy. As such, it must meet two basic requirements: the 
first is to create prerequisites for the efficient organization of public 
production, its optimal specialization, combination, concentration and shap- 
ing of national economic steps; the second is to create prerequisites for the 
functioning of the economic organization as a separate commodity producer. 


The problems of relations between economic organizations and the state are 
related mainly to planning and, particularly, the scope of state plan assign- 
ments, their support with resources and material interest in their implemen- 
tation. It is a matter of establishing limits to the freedom of the economic 
organization in the formulation of its own (counter) plan and the "dialogue" 
in which the state must engage with it in the formulation of state planning 
assignments. 


The problem of organizing financial relations between the state and the 
economic organization is also of basic importance in their interrelationship. 
In the final account, it determines the possibility of applying real and 
total cost-effectiveness within the economic organization. The main pre- 
requisite for the proper organization of this interrelationship is formu- 
lating efficient and objectively necessary standards governing taxes and 
other payments to the budget, their long-term unchanged effect and the allo- 
cation through them of adequate means for earning a profit and for enabling 
it to perform its functions. 


In terms of vertical relations, the creation of conditions for a relative 
production-ec~nomic autonomy of the enterprise, as its basic subunit, is of 
essential importance to the economic organization. We have still not 



































entirely established the level of autonomy which the enterprise should have 
if it is to pertorm its production and economic functions normally. 


The brigade organization of labor with its specific brigade cost-effective- 
ness is of essential importance in terms of the efficient organizetion of 
vertical relations within enterprises. 


In the final account, the purpose of formulating and resolving problems 
related to managing productive capital may be reduced to determining means of 
increasing economic efficiency and results. Today priority is given to 
efficiency problems. Not so long ago, the main sources for enhancing it were 
sought mainly through structural changes in the national economy and the 
development of new production projects on a higher technical level. Now, 
having virtually exhausted these sources, improving economic-production 
activities in economic organizations and in managing productive capital 
becomes a basic factor in enhancing economic efficiency. 


Today the main sources for enhancing the efficient management of productive 
capital are the following: first, production intensification, application of 
the achievements of technical progress, automation of basic production pro- 
cesses and production mechanization in all sectors; second, the economical 
utilization of resources through changes in production and its technology, 
seeking and applying better and more efficient substitutes for raw and other 
materials, changing the varietal structure of the production process, and so 
on. 


The economic influence exerted on production managers and organizers in terms 
of applying and implementing measures which upgrade the economic efficiency 
of public production is of essential importance. It is precisely such meas- 
ures that are most closely related to managing productive capital and per- 
forming managerial functions. 


Today many of the specific practical ways in the development of the national 
economy and its total adaptation to the requirements of the present are 
defined by the overall scientific clarification of problems related to man- 
aging the productive capital of the whole people. Science has the task of 
serving practice in resolving such problems, clarifying them and defining the 
means for their further development. It is thus that it will rise to the 
level of requirements and perform its social duty. 


Enterprise Autonomy, Ownership 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 9-13 
[By Prof Vasil Todorov] 


[Text] On several occasions in 1982 Comrade Todor Zhivkov raised the ques- 
tion of socialist ownership, management and the owner and the manager.* With 





* See "Problems and Tasks of the Cooperative Movement in Our Country," 
RABOTNICHESKO DELO, No 64, 1982; "Basic Stipulations of the Party Concept of 
a New Labor Code," RABOTNICHESKO DELO, No 377, 3 December 1982. 











this he indicated the exceptional importance of the problem as it affects not 
only Marxist-Leninist economic theory but current socialist construction 
practices. 


In discussing the question of the autonomy of socialist production enter- 
prises and socialist ownership (management) we must heed Marx's formulations 
on the two monopolies--ownership and possession. The owner and the manager may 
be one and the same, at which point he holds both monopolies. However, these 
functions may also be separated. 


Under socialist conditions the process of granting autonomy to the socialist 
enterprise is combined with that of integration. 


The development of production forces leads to the division of labor and to 
the separation of the production process based on the level of division of 
labor reached. Om the other hand, the division of labor and the autonomy of 
the production enterprise also trigger the need for unification, combination 
and cooperation and other integration methods which express the socialization 
process. The process of division of labor and production iategration on this 
basis reflects the dialectics of production development with a view to the 
development of production forces. 


Production forces are given scope and the further division of labor advances 
strongly under socialism. Socialist ownership largely hinders the process of 
splintering production enterprises without, however, eliminating it ent rely. 
Socialist society has still not developed a single nationwide production 
cooperative. It cannot ensure its direct management and is forced to make 
autonomous the direct management of production enterprises although they are 
socialist property. 


Granting the collectives of production enterprises the right to direct man- 
agement, while retaining socialist (meaning state) ownership also triggers 
the problem of ownership under socialism. The importance of this problem in 
terms of the labor collective under our conditions, as the manager (owner) of 
socialist property was justifiably stressed in the basic stipulations of the 
party concept of a new labor code, expressed by Comrade Todor Zhivkov: "...In 
our country the labor collective is the manager of socialist property... We 
must provide it with the necessary conditions for the performance of its 
functions as the manager of socialist property. We must strengthen its 
rights, obligations and responsibilities in order that it can apply them most 
fully.... These are new and largely unresolved problems of very great impor- 
tance."* 


The right to manage socialist enterprises through socialist possession is the 
result of granting a number of rights based on erterprise ownership excluding 
the most essential one--that of condemnation, i.e., of selling the property. 
Managing covers the right to manage, to issue orders, to make improvements, 
and so on, granted by the owner. The scope of such managerial rights under 
socialist conditions expresses an objective need based on the development of 





* Ibid. 











production forces and the possibility of society to organize public produc- 
tion. 


Regardless of the possibility of changing the right of management, which 
could be expanded or reduced, it can never extend to ownership. “‘ransferring 
all omership rights to the right of management, including the sale of the 
property, means, under socialist conditions, the elimination of the socialist 
state form of ownership. If such elimination is practiced by the autonomous 
socialist enterprise, in practice state socialist ownership (which is a form 
of ownership by the whole people) would become a group form of ownership, of 
a lower level, for it would represent the interest of a group of people 
united within a production enterprise rather than on the scale of the entire 
socialist society. In practical terms this would mean the abolishment of the 
state form of socialist ownership. It would be relevant here to stress 
Lenin's statement to the effect that "the total rejection of socialism is 
above all the direct or indirect legitimizing of the ownership by the workers 
of an individual factory or the independent practice of a trade..."* The 
purpose of this quotation is to point out Lenin's strongly negative attitude 
toward the elimination of the higher state form of socialist ownership and 
its conversion into a group ownership by individual labor collectives, al- 
though this too represents a socialist form of ownership. To Lenin the 
"total legitimizing of ownership by the workers," even though indirect and 
the weakening of state ownership mean the total rejection of socialism. 


Possession, however, is not a juridical category only. It is above all, like 
ownership, an economic category and, on this basis, it is juridical. As an 
economic category, like ownership possession has its own economic manifesta- 
tion. It means ownership without the right to condemnation or some other 
rights stipulated in assuming possession such as the right to improvements, 
construction, or conversion of fields into perennial crops. Such additional 
restrictions in possession may exist without being mandatory or determining 
ite nature. The distinction between possession and ownership lies precisely 
in the status of the individual enterprise. The amount of rights granted in 
managing the enterprise or, in other words, the economic manifestation of 
possession, depend on the scope of the possession on the basis of which the 
individual enterprise has been set up. The question of the content of pos- 
session under socialism becomes particularly important, for it essentially 
governs not only the range of the possession but the state form of socialist 
ownership. 


Under socialism possession is based on the state form of ownership. It is 

possible, both theoretically and practically, to set up possession on the 

basis of cooperative ownership as is the case when a labor cooperative farm 
or agroindustrial complex leases a building to be used as a warehouse by an 
industrial or other enterprise. In this case, however, we are interested in 
possession not as a simple leasing contract but as a base for the organiza- 
tion of an autonomous production enterprise under socialist conditions. Un- 
like the situation under capitaliem, under socialism possession has no fixed 





* Vv. I. Lenin, “"Poln. Sobr. Soch." [Complete Collected Works], vol 36, p 481. 











expiration. The latter feature has no significance in its economic manifes- 
tation. It is the result not of the erm during which possession will be 
exercised but of the act of management itself. 


Another feature of poscession under socialism is the lack of a contract be- 
tween the owner and the possessor in establishing a possession. This enables 
the owner to restrict or increase possession rights as expedient. In prac- 
tice, changing its specific possession rights means reducing or increasing 
the rights of an enterprise to engage in economic activities. The broader or 
lesser rights of an autonomous enterprise are based on the rights of owner- 
ship. Elementary logic indicates that the more restricted possession rights 
are,the broader are rights of ownership and vice versa. 


We must not ignore the fact that enterprise autonomy, i.e., the manifestation 
of possession is an objective need based or the development of production 
forces which triggers the division of labor and, on this basis, the need for 
labor cooperation and production integration. This objective law indicates 
that the process of socialization will develop alcngside the process of 
autonomy of production enterprises. Naturally, tne forms and content of such 
autonomy, i.e., the specific manifestation of possession, will be changing 
according to the changes in the forces which govern the development of society. 


Another essential difference of possession under socialism and capitalism is 
that under socialism no agreement is made on rental payments (whether leasing 
or renting). Thie distinction is directly related to the economic manifes- 
tation of possession. At this point we are faced with the tremendously im- 
portant problem of the distribution of the income earned as a result of 
production activities. The lack of a contract for the payment of rent by the 
possessor to the owner does not mean the absence of an economic manifestation 
of possession and ownership. It merely indicates that distribution is not 
clearly defined and that the question is resolved in the course of opera- 
tions, in accordance with changing conditions in enterprise activities and 
the country's socioeconomic progress. The fact that the socialist state man- 
ages the centralized product for society enables us to formulate the most 
necessary economic and social development tasks and to ensure their implemen- 
tation with a view to the interests of the entire socialist society. 


Leaving the entire income at the disposal of the autonomous enterprise (which 
is equally possible theoretically) means that ownership has been actually 
merged with possession but within the framework of the autonomous enterprise. 
This means abandoning the overall planned marazgement of socioeconomic devel- 
opment and the appearance of a large number of owners (be they socialist 
enterprises), the development of rivalry among them and allowing the market 
mechanism to define the structure and development of production. We know 
that national requirements, formulated through the state plan, and individual 
requirements, which are manifested through the market mechanism, do not fully 
coincide, particularly when production forces and the production process are 
insufficiently developed and various products are in short supply. 


The totally decentralized distribution of income and leaving it entirely at 
the disposal of the autonomous enterprise would unquestionably bring about 














changes in production sectors and ratios and priority will be given to sec- 
tors and production facilities of circumstantial importance at the expense of 
those which are important not only in terms of the present but also the 
future development of production and social requirements. Decentralizing the 
management of revenue, although within a socialist enterprise, slows down 
socialist development and hinders socialization processes. 








On the other hand, not giving some of the earned income from economic activ- 
ities to the sccialist enterprise, which has been granted autonomy through 
possession, means failure to exercise the economic aspect of possession. 

This would conflict with the requirement of coordinating the production pro- 
cess with the development of production forces and the labor division process. 

















In socialist construction practice, although theoretically admissible, the 
cwo extremes do not exist. In all cases the autonomy of the enterprise is 
real and is manifested in possession rather than rejection of socialist own- 
ership. 


The problem is not to eliminate possession, i.e., the autonomous nature of 
the enterprises, for the sake of strengthening socialist ownership but to 
improve the means and content of such autonomy and to reach a more efficient 
type of possession, thus helping to strengthen socialist ownership as well. 
The current practice resolved the problem by taking part of the income earned 
for general state needs, collected as withholdings from income, taxes, and 
others. Some of the income is left at the disposal of the enterprise to meet 
its and its collective's requirements, outside the state plan, in accordance 
with the established rights of the socialist enterprise. The complexity of 
the probles is to determine the optimal ratio in the distribution of income 
between the state and the autonomous enterprise, in such a way as to 
strengthen statewide development by strengthening socialist ownership and 
economically exercising the right of possession, i.e., encouraging the effi- 
cient work of the enterprises. It is precisely this trend in economic 
science that has fallen seriously behind socialist construction practices. 


The course of future developments leads not to the elimination of possession 
but to its improvement. this basis, the current type of possession will 
not change its content but will gain new features, while some currently 
existing features will lose some of their importance or disappear. 

Specific Practical Steps 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 14-15 


[Article by Tsonka Vulkashinova, chairman of a Bulgarian Trade Unions plant 
committee ) 


[Text] Having studied the work of the collective, we reached the conclusion 
that we must begin by formulating a program of steps aimed at upgrading the 
consciousness of workers and employees. Lacking the capacity to achieve 
this, we sought the help of the G. Dimitrov PKK [Production Cultural Com- 
plex), which developed scientifically and suggested to us a method for exper- 
imentation. We used it to organize round-table debates and discussions among 














heads of shops, younger and older workers, the director in charge of produc- 
tion affairs, the director in charge of trade-marketing affairs, and so on. 
We exposed our weak spots in terms of production organization and shortcom- 
ings in technology, marketing and scientific development. One of these dis- 
cussions indicated to us what had to be done in order to achieve positive 
results. 


We did not consider as a dry matter these subjects but used the methods sug- 
gested by the G. Dimitrov Cultural Complex, which helped us to execute them. 


The requirements of the 12th BCP Congress and, above all, Comrade Todor 
Zhivkov's speech at the 9th Bulgarian Trade Unions Congress on transforming 
the trade union organization into a public guarantor, demanded of us to up- 
grade the level of trade union activities and to create a wide circle of 
activities who could raise such activities to the level of current tasks. 
All of this made the plant trade union committee direct its efforts wherever 
they were most needed at a given time and where all the necessary conditions 
existed for converting the plant trade union organization into a social 
guarantor. We were short of good mechanics and of the desire among the main 
workers to protect and properly to use and maintain machines and equipment. 
This also applied to handling raw and other materials and managing work prem- 
ises. 


The trade union and economic management analyzed this important fact and de- 
veloped a special work statute based on the initiative that "the sector is 
ours and we are its managers" and the slogan “our rights are also our obli- 
gations." We also drew up a special card for assigning machinery to the 
workers or individual brigades. The statute reflects both the purpose of the 
initiative and the obligations of the economic management and the basic and 
auxiliary workers and material and moral incentives. It also includes the 
obligations of the trade union management. 


The first brigades and sectors, the trade union groups of which will act as 
social guarantors for the protection of socialist property were listed. We 
held meetings with these collectives, in the course of which valuable sug- 
gestions were made which will help us to improve the statute and the cards. 
We know that the statute is not perfect and that something could be added to 
it by specialists and scientific workers. 


The discussions with the brigades involved both social activists and economic 
managers. We are trying to implement measures containing a strong educa- 
tional charge. 


I believe that no positive result can be achieved without educating the mem- 
bers of the collective. Individual work with every member of the collective 
is necessary. We must convince everyone that the plant, the shop, the sector 
is our second home. We must not force or coerce them but predispose them to 
love the plant in which they work. Om this basis it will be easier subse- 
quently to preserv: and protect socialist property. 


10 

















Central Problem of Our Social Development 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 15-18 


{By Dr of Economic Sciences Slavcho Georgiev, head of section and member of 
the editorial board of the periodical NOVO VREME] 


[Text] The "Management of Socialist Property" topic may be considered from a 
variety of aspects--political-economic, legal, sociological, sectorial, self- 
administrative, and so on. I shall discuss the political economy aspect 
only. 


In our country, as in some other socialist countries, the dominant concept is 
that all problems related to the owner and the manager are interwoven with 
commodity-monetary relations under socialism. According to the authors of 
this concept, if we succeed in understanding the nature and essence of such 
relations under socialism and offer them "full scope" of development, the 
basic problems of economic development would be resolved properly. A closer 
and deeper study of historical experience would prove that such an understand- 
ing is extremely one-sided. The full use of commodity-monetary relations 
does not mean in itself a better solution of the major socialist problems. 
This is merely one of the elements of socialist economic relations and the 
essence, nature and forms of development of such relations are entirely pre- 
determined by the development of the basic production relations under social- 
ism, i.e., the attitude toward productive capital. This is the origin of 
such relations and there is where the problems and contradictions are found. 
Thus, for example, despite our great efforts to apply fully cost-effective- 
ness and self-support, they do not exist in their real aspect in the majority 
of economic enterprises and units. The state continues to provide huge sub- 
sidies to a number of agricultural, industrial and foreign trade enterprises. 
One of the reasons for this is the still not clearly delineated economic 
nature of the economic subject, manifested in the production process. We are 
familiar with Marx's thought that whoever commands in direct production also 
defines distribution and the marketing and consumption of the social product. 


Who is the true social subject in our country? The question triggers a great 
variety of most conflicting answers. Who are the direct partners in the 
direct production process? Some of the answers are: the state and the labor 
collectives. But what is this state? What are the specific authorities 
which represent it and which among them exercise ownership functions? Per- 
haps this applies to the central state organs only. However, the knot of 
interests and contradictions is tied in the direct production process, i.e., 
in the enterprise. Let us begin with the director: does he defend the inter- 
ests of the owner or the labor collective, i.e., is he the owner or the man- 
ager, or both? Could we claim confidently that in our country, in the 
socialist countries, the immediate producers have been completely integrated 
within socialist production relations or even to an extent to which the basic 
producers have become part of the most developed capitalist countries? In 
other words, does every worker or economic manager, whatever his level, use 
all of his intellectual and physical possibilities, is he sufficiently in- 
terested in making full use of all his forces in order to develop and enrich 
public productive capital, i.e., socialist property? 
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These are, in my opinion, the true problems, the real subject of discussions 
on improving socialist property management. The problems can be resolved 
successfully on three separate but organically interrelated levels. 


The first is the theoretical-methodological level which should structure and 
clarify the basic categories and problems and determine their genetic inter- 
connections and interdependence. In my view, particularly important today is 
the scientific clarification of basic structural dependencies. The first is 
that of the social division of labor, which is at the base of all processes, 
including the forms of managing public productive capital. 


The second is to determine the structure of economic relations and the place 
and role of the basic unit. In this case distribution, which has always been 
the most conservative development within the system of economic relations, 
assumes particular importance. However, it is precisely distribution that 
focuses within itself all economic interests and which economically deter- 
mines who is the owner and who is the manager. 


The third is the need to determine totally and clearly the structure of eco- 
nomic interests, to determine which is the dominant and basic interest and to 
identify the means through which the various interests are combined. 


In the fourth place, determining the structure of economic contradictions 
under socialism becomes particularly important at the present stage in our 
development. Here we must determine the basic contradiction, its intercon- 
nection with the other types of contradictions and indicate the genetic con- 
nection between these contradictions and the management method. 


The second level or second stage at which general theoretical stipulations 
and conclusions must be concretized is the sectorial-applied level. Sec- 
torial sciences must take up the problems at the point reached by the first 
stage and give them a clearer outline in accordance with their specific mani- 
festations in the various economic sectors and areas. Thus, for example, a 
major disparity exists in agriculture in the forms of management and the dis- 
tribution of the social product. Here the problem of the attitude toward the 
land becomes exceptionally important but is an element which is totally ab- 
sent in the other sectors. 


The third level is that of management, which must be based on the conclusions 
drawn at the first two levels, at which point the problems must be given 
their definitive practicalsolution. Naturally, this calls for competent eco- 
nomic managers, who will act as the connection between theory and practice. 


The essence of the problem which must be resolved on the three interrelated 
levels lies in the economic combination of the direct producers with public 
means of production. This is the most practical of all practical problems, 
although initially it may seem to be merely abstract-theoretical. The atti- 
tude of producers toward public production capital may be really deformed as 
a result of the following: first, if the producers are deprived of any oppor- 
tunity to participate directly or indirectly in production management and the 
distribution of the social product; second, in the absence of a direct econo- 
mic interdependence between the quality and quantity of invested labor and 
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wages, i.e., when the actual entire growth resulting from higher labor pro- 
ductivity is taken by the state in the form of profit; the third and most 
tangible indication that the means of production are truly social and belong 
to the overall worker is the distribution of the added product. 


Theoretically, it is groundless to think that changes must be made toward 
converting the socialist state merely to the position of owner who has 
granted totally and completely to the labor collectives the right to handle 
with absolute autonomy the productive capital assigned to them and financial 
and manpower resources and that their only obligation stemming from this eco- 
nomic and juridical right is to pay to the state budget the assigned norma- 
tive profit. In practice, this would splinter the single-state ownership and 
convert it essentially into group ownership. This would eliminate also the 
basic function of the socialist state--direct economic management. 


The concept of "the state is the owner and the labor collective is the man- 
ager" has nothing in common with such theoretically unsubstantiated concepts. 


The socialist state manages the national property through an assigned state 
economic management organ, centralized planning and economic levers such as 
profits, credits, pricing, interest rates, taxes, customs fees, and so on. 
The labor collectives can become true managers after they have independently 
resolved problems of planning, management, marketing, production or other 
activities, on the basis of the economic functions of the state we indicated. 
The main feature which defines the labor collectives as managers is their 
comprehensive material and spiritual interest in the development of their own 
productive capital, its enrichment and its fullest and most expedient utili- 
zation. The main and decisive factor is to integrate the interests of the 
immediate producers with socialist production relations through economic 
interests. At that point there will be both true owners and true managers. 


State As Owner Designated By People 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 19-20 


[By Professor Dr Vasil Mishev, director of the Economic Management Center in 
the sectors of AOMSU [Academy of Social Sciences and Social Management ] 


[Text] In my view, the formulation that the state is the owner while the 
collective is the manager is largely artificial. It seems to me that if we 
try to make a clear division in our practical work between owner and manager 
under socialism we would reach wrong solutions. I submit that the problem be 
formulated as follows: the state is not the owner but is a legal organ em- 
powered by the people to manage such property on the highest level, i.e., to 
perform the function of the owner of public property but not as the only one, 
for we also have the labor collectives, which are the production organiza- 
tions of the people, of their working segment. In the enterprise productive 
capital is socially owned and the collective, the people are not the state, 
they are a relatively autonomous part of this social ownership. 
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It seems to me that any attempt at absolutizing the division between "the 
state-owner™ and "the collective-manager" draws us away from the essence of 
the problem by artificially pitting the state against the collective. 


A person can work for many years in a plant and invest his share in the 
creation of the productive capital and the added product. Now we are trying 
‘to tell him that all of this belongs to the state, while he is merely the 
manager. Im my view, this is one of the reasons for the alienation of our 
working person from such property and for the fact that he looks at it not as 
his own but as belonging to the state, i.e., as alien. 


My idea can be reduced to the following: let us not absolutize any division 
between owner and manager but know that the state, as the organ representing 
the people,is engaged primarily in performing ownership functions on the 
national level in terms of the development of this property--something the 
collective is unable to accomplish. At the same time, the state is also 
called manager. 


Qn its own level, the collective is the co-owner of this property to a 
certain extent. The main thing, however, that it is the manager, i.e., that 
it must see to its best and most efficient use. 


In this connection, I submit the following idea: under our circumstances own- 
ership is expressed economically, and ownership without an economic expres- 
sion is an abstraction. Its inherent feature is in its economic expression, 
as Marx says. He who earns an income from a property is its owner. 


Since the state earns the main share of this income, it performs the function 
of deputized owner. However, since the collective earns an income from this 
property as well and, to the best of my knowledge, currently some 50 percent 
of the profit remains with the collective, it is also the owner of this prop- 
erty. 


Whether or not we have found the optimal ratio within this economic exercise 
of ownership is another matter. 


I would even go farther by saying that the working person is also the co- 
owner of this property, for he lives in it and earns a wage and an income 
from it. Therefore, this right is exercised in three actual directions-- 
state, collective and individual. There is nothing terrible in acknowledging 
what is taking place in reality. 


My idea is that the state is the deputized owner and co-owner of socialist 
property while the collective is the manager and co-owner of the same. 


In Order To Become Good Managers 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 20-22 


(By Engineer Itso Khristov, director of the Khristo Smirnenski Crane Manu- 
facturing Plant] 


[Text] We must acknowledge that for the time being our collective is not a 
good manager of socialist property. 
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In order for us to become good managers we must efficiently perform the 
reproduction process. 


I like the concept according to which the labor collective shou’: ot be 
separated from the owner. It is the owner of productive capita: / man- 
power. The very fact that the state has the possibility of mobilizing some 
50 or 100 people working at the plant and send them to work on some national 
projects proves that it is exercising its right of manpower owner. This is 
based on specific laws drafted by this same owner. 


I accept the stipulation that the labor collective is the manager. However, 
we cannot ask of the labor collective to be a good manager unless it is also 
the owner and has the feeling that it has created if not all at least part of 


this property. 


The state retains its ownership functions, of which no one can deprive it. 
The labor collective as well has the function of productive capital owner. 
The state expresses in a most synthesized manner its role as owner through 
the state tasks and the state plan which it issues. 


The enterprise receives its state plan from the state economic organization. 
In this sense, the state is not an abstract concept but a real institution 
with its proper organs which carry out its governmental functions. The 
economic organization is one of them. We cannot resolve management problems 
unless we adopt the position that the economic organization is the decisive 
economic factor in this respect. I am firmly convinced that sooner or later 
our development will enable us to look at the production enterprise as the 
basic structural unit in which production, social, political and all other 
basic problems will be resolved. 


The only reason for poor management is a disparity between interests. Regu- 
lators are needed, but they must be lasting and believed by the labor collec- 
tive. They must not be changed several times a year. Qur national economy 
would lose nothing by adopting regulators which would be fixed for, let us 
say, 5 years. Even if some deviations occur in individual primary labor col- 
lectives, in the final account the socialist labor collective would earn a 
higher income. This would benefit both the state and the labor collective. 
Today we have a regulator the benefits of which are almost minimal to the 
collective. I am referring to the scales for controlling the consumption 
income, the wage fund, and so on. It turns out that at this stage we are 
unable to develop precise criteria on what the labor collective should con- 
tribute. We use a method inconsistent with the true economic approach. We 
impose greater restrictions on a labor collective which achieves better 
results. Those which achieve worse results, i.e., which control their end 
results, come out better and keep their reserves over a long period of time. 


For these reasons, in a number of cases the labor collectives do not adopt a 
maximally stressed counterplan. The mechanism for annual growth increases 
based on the attained level contradicts the laws. Indicators for the entire 
five-year plan exist. In practical terms, however, the stipulation of 
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refining results on an annual basis creates opportunities for appropriating 
existing reserves. We must find the correct economic lever the essence of 
which lies in formulating stable long-range indicators, in which case we 
provide scope for the development of collective initiative. 


Good economic management is possible only with æ stsble labor collective. A 
person cannot be a good manager if he thinks th«t he is only temporarily a 
member of a given collective. The same applies to the manager. How many 
managers can feel confident, even if they fulfill their assignments, that 
they will remain as managers a long time? No statute protects them. We 
cannot ask of them to become good managers if every 2 or 3 years they are 
transferred elsewhere. 


We have still not learned how to control our interests. However, this is a 
necessary prerequisite if we are to organize the reproduction process proper- 
ly. Im such a case management results achieved in the course of the produc- 
tion process will unquestionably improve. 


Price Role in Socialist Collective 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 22-25 
[By Senior Scientific Associate Dr of Economic Sciences Belcho [lev] 


[Text] The main function of the manager under socialist conditions is to 
develop and enrich the property which society, as represented by the state, 
has assigned to him. Unless he preserves the value of productive capital or 
fails to create new increasing values he fails in his main function as man- 
ager. In order to be able to carry out its assignment, the collective of the 
economic organization must be placed by the state, the owner of the produc- 
tive capital, in circumstances requiring total cost-effectiveness. This 
requires a number of prerequisites, one of which is a scientifically based 
wholesale price system. 


Under the conditions of the new economic mechanism, the importance and role 
of prices increase greatly. They increase in connection with the autonomy 
granted the economic organization and the strengthening of its role as man- 
ager. Previously, a rightly or wrongly set price was included in the plan of 
the economic organization and in the method for the distribution of the net 
income. In the final account, the economic organization was not very sen- 
sitive in terms of its proper definition. 


Yet the price is a norm through which society determines the socially neces- 
sary expenditures it accepts in the production of a specific commodity. Fur- 
thermore, the main thing is to interest the economic organization, and to 
combine its material interests with those of society. The purpose is to de- 
termine the end result of the activities of the economic organization and to 
link wages to this end result. 


For the economic organization the end result is the difference between its 
expenditures and its revenue. Expenditures, however, depend on the quantity 
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and quality of raw and other materials, fuel, etc., and on the wholesale 
prices at which it purchases them. Revenues depend on the quantity and qual- 
ity of the goods it produces and the wholesale prices at which they are sold. 
If the prices are improperly set in either of those areas, the end result of 
the economic organization will not match the actual efforts made by the col- 
lective. Yet the economic mechanism is geared to encourage precisely such 
end results. This means that in some places rewards will be given for re- 
sults, while elsewhere better results would be penalized. 


In my view, one of the basic, the most essential reasons for the fact that 
the economic mechanism is not operating at full strength is the unscientifi- 
cally based price and price-setting system. Under the 1976-1980 mechanism we 
were already suffering from an obsolete pricing system, which was set up in 
1971 and which no longer took into consideration sharp changes in global raw 
and other material prices or changed domestic production outlays. A system 
based on international prices was introduced in 1980. It failed to justify 
its purpose and was quickly replaced. 


Our party and state leadership made a prompt overall and total assessment of 
the shortcomings in the wholesale price system based on international prices, 
as confirmed in a number of party and state documents. 


In his speech at the October conference, discussing the use of the multi- 
plication approach as the principal means for the effective production con- 
centration and specialization, Comrade Todor Zhivkov pointed out that 
"naturally, major difficulties exist. Ome of them is the fact that economic 
problems, that of prices in particular, have not been fully resolved. The 
high prices of procurements, parts, assemblies and semifinished goods charged 
by the specialized enterprises are not advantageous to the consuming enter- 
prises, thus forcing the latter to produce them themselves at a lesser cost."* 


The reason was that the price of finished goods was based on the internation- 
al market, whereas the price of intermediary goods was based on domestic out- 
lays. In some cases direct material outlays per 100 leva commodity output 
totaled 120, 130 or, in the textile industry, even 135 leva. In other words, 
one had to pay 135 leva to purchase raw materials and materials alone, to 
process them and, finally, to sell them for 100 leva. The conclusion as to 
what this did to material incentive, cost-effectiveness, management, and so 
on, is clear. 


The current wholesale prices are not based on the norms for the 8th Five-Year 
Plan. These laws, however, provide an accurate base for price-setting. In 
terms of imported raw and other materials, the price must be close to the 
actual outlays for their procurement. In the case of commodities marketed 
within the country, prices must be based on production costs plus net income 
based on processing costs. These principles are accurate and if an overall 
reform were to be made on their basis prices could adequately serve the cur- 
rent economic mechanism. 





* T. Zhivkov. "The 12th BCP Congress and the Further Building of Mature 
Socialism (Problems, Tasks, Approaches)." Partizdat, 1982, p 181. 
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The current prices, which have been effective as of the start of 1982, were 
set up approximately thus: the 1980 prices, based on international prices, 
were amended. All items produced at a loss were given a 3-5 percent profit 
margin. Insignificant changes were mads in the remaining prices. The result 
is that today a high percentage of commmities have a very low profit margin. 
This refers to the so-called starting p'ofit. The requirement of the current 
mechanism for self-financing, production development, and encouraging the 
collective and making it act as the real manager, cannot be met with a 3-5 
percent profit. This is one of the basic weaknesses of the current wholesale 
price system. 


The other basic weakness is the very substantial disparity in the net income 
included in the price, ranging from 3 to 30 percent or more. In this case, 
we cannot speak of collectives operating under identical circumstances, 
identical material incentive or identical management possibilities. 


Another stipulation is that if an economic organization is to make a capital 
investment, 35 percent of the capital must be its own and the rest must be 
borrowed. In other words, 35 of each 100 leva must belong to it. The prin- 
ciple is very good. However, some economic organizations must save this 35 
percent on the basis of a 3 percent profit, while others on the basis of an 
18 percent profit margin. 


I believe that in order to combine the interests of society, the collective 
and the individual, all regulatory and other economic levers must be consis- 
tent with their true economic nature. 


In conclusion, allow me to reemphasize that in order for the economic organ- 
ization, as represented by its collective, to perform its most important 
managerial function, which is to develop and enrich the sucialist property 
assigned to it by the state, a number of economic conditions must be met, one 
of which is a scientific wholesale price system. 


Sociological View of the Ownership Problem 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 25-28 


[By Professor Dr of Economic Sciences Zakhari Staykov, chairman of the Sofia 
Sociological Society] 


[Text] Acloser study of the owner-manager of productive capital relation- 
ship would reveal that it is linked to a number of other ownership objects. 
Marx speaks of four types of ownership--ownership of productive capital, 
manpower, consumption goods and land, including everything organically relat- 
ed to the latter. 


I take into consideration the fact that the management of productive capital 
is organically and theoretically related to the management of the manpower 
and, furthermore, the management of consumer goods and the land. This must 
never be ignored. 
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The question related to the price of the property is resolved with the help 
of another theoretical system: labor-value-price. The owner deals with the 
value area--materials and overall outlays--and is responsible for the value. 
The manager, however, is interested in the price--the use of the consumer 
value. Actually, the price determines the specific outlay and the benefit 
accruing to the owner and the manager. 


A manager who does not restore the value of productive capital (that which 
makes him the manager) and who does not offer guarantees to the owner is not 
a good manager. In this sense, if we were to define who is the manager not 
from the legal but the political-economic and, I would say, sociological 
viewpoints, we should say that the manager is the one who can restore the 
value of the productive capital and, furthermore, give something additional 
to the owner (the state) and earn additional income for himself. If the 
economic mechanism fails to guarantee such additional income accruing to the 
owner and the manager, we cannot expect good management and good production 
control. 


If we make a distinction between the economic organization and the labor col- 
lective, we should also try to distinguish among the different types of own- 
ership for which they are actually responsible and to define what both the 
collective and society should receive. In my view, until the question of the 
labor collective as the collective manager of the manpower and the question 
of manpover ownership have been resolved, we cannot resolve completely and 
consistently the theoretical question of the owner and the manager of produc- 
tive capital. Unless we develop the entire ownership system which will be 
subsequently overlaid by the system for managing all types of property we 
cannot have a theoretical system which will provide us with the scientific 
grounds and arguments with which to resolve problems. We lock ourselves 
within a cycle of subjectivism and uncontrollable errors. A distinction, 
which is very important and decisive in terms of practical work, should be 
applied not only ir. cases of ownership and management of productive capital 
but also ownership and management of manpower, consumption means and the 
land. The maix. criteria for good management must be to ensure the proper 
added product to the owner and the corresponding added product to the 
manager; ensuring the manpower owner the proper value which will meet his 
steadily growing requirements; and ensuring to the state, as the owner of the 
land, a proper share with which to preserve and restore it. The reason for 
ecological crises is our failure to assess and pay the owner of the land the 
necessary cost. 


In many areas good houses and land were abandoned because of lack of labor 
and marketing, i.e., a lack of continuing revival and resurrection of labor, 
as Marx says. There is neither real property nor management without labor. 
In joining a collective, we must know that labor is what will restore and 
increase the value of any type of property. OQmership of productive capital 
not fructified by labor is unreal and inoperative. Hence the major theore- 
tical and ideological problem related to ownership--the fact that the real 
owner or manager is exclusively he who works and who provides added labor. 

If we were to depersonalize the concept of manager and consider abstractly as 
manager anyone, regardless of his direct connection with and contribution to 
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the restoration and creation of property we would be committing a gross 
error. According to Marx, capital ownership has a meaning only if it yields 
added value. Translated into the language of our reality, this means that 
the exercise of state ownership--which is actually its increase--means in- 
creasing the value of the added product in our society. No real increase in 
our property can be achieved if the labor collective lacks this absolute cri- 
terion and good management indicator. 


The question of the types of ownership and management is related to that of 
their exercise through the added product going to society, the profit earned 
by the collective, the wages earned by the worker, and the value and con- 
sumption of consumer goods which today account for a high percentage of the 
national wealth and the materialization of the national income. Without 
denying the importance of the economic aspect of this problem I believe that 
we should consider ownership and management sociologically as well, i.e., not 
merely in connection with the specific materialization of labor but in con- 
nection with the final realization of this labor. 


In this case, the social objective is formulated as the increased national 
wealth and added labor and a corresponding increase in the population's 
income. It is achieved precisely when all strata and types of ownership have 
been accurately and specifically defined, measured and assessed. The ques- 
tion of the sociological concept of ownership lies in the fact that all types 
and varieties of ownership must have their precise quantitative measurement. 
The question of prices, as one of the means for such assessment and measure- 
ment, should be organically related to the form of ownership and the manager 
who must make use of this property. All of this is organically related to 
the basic stipulations of a new labor code, currently discussed in our coun- 
try. In this case the major theoretical problem is that of the connection 
between labor and materials. Today our society would like to regulate labor 
through a new code. The basic and essentially important feature in this 
respect is the regulation of labor, which will guarantee the increased mater- 
falization of public socialist property. 


I believe that problems related to the types of ownership and management 
should constitute the foundation not only of the work of economic organiza- 
tions and respective collectives but all social and political organizations 
in our country. Let us take the trade unions as an example. It cannot be 
said that they are the managers of socialist property. In my view, they are 
the owners of productive capital. Essentially, the trade unions are an 
organization of working people who are the owners of manpower, an organiza- 
tion which is concerned with labor reproduction processes. We must distin- 
guish between the function of the trade unions and the labor collective as 
manpower owners and the functions of the production collective and the econo- 
mic organization responsible for productive capital and manpower management. 
The consumer value of the manpower in the course of the labor process is in 
the hands of the economic organization, while the labor collective handles 
the use of productive capital and its results. This is a contradictory pro- 
cess, and it is precisely in connection with the formulation expressed by 
Comrade Todor Zhivkov that we must identify contradictions in ownership, in 
types of ownership and in the realization of ownerships, and see their unity 





within the overall product and in labor materialized through production and 
the contradiction in the distribution of this product. 


Concern, Responsibility for Socialist Property 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 28-31 
[By Damyan Damyanov, propagandist at the Balkan Bulgarian Civil Aviation] 


[Text] A profound study of the way the labor collectives in Sofia actually 
experience the functions of managers of socialist property, particularly 
under the conditions of the new economic approach and its mechanism, would be 
useful in clarifying the ownership and management question. 


I must point out quite definitely that the question of whether or not we con- 
sider ourselves managers of socialist property, specifically in our case--the 
aircraft fleet, aircraft services and auxiliary equipment for aircraft main- 
tenance and operation--has been long resolved positively. This is eloquently 
confirmed by the care and responsibility with which our collectives approach 
the operation, maintenance, preservation and protection of productive capi- 
tal. This can be felt in the discussion and adoption of the state and coun- 
ter economic plans. 


Our possibilities in operating through ticket prices on the international 
market are greatly limited, for the Balkan Bulgarian Civil Aviation is a par- 
ticipant in the Berlin agreement which includes all otner socialist airlines. 
A unified rate policy for aviation services on the foreign market, which pro- 
vides the main foreign exchange and monetary income, exists. 


For this reason, as a collective which is deeply interested in improving the 
economic results of its activities, we must seek and find additional reserves 
and opportunities on the basis of the further intensification of production 
and service processes and activities. 


If we take the year 1981 as a hundred percent basis for the number of flight 
hours by type of aircraft, and number of passengers and freight transported 
and total earnings, the 1982 state plan called for a corresponding increase 
of 3.6 percent for passenger transportation, 10.6 percent for freight haulage 
and 15.9 percent for overall profits, whereas the counterplan for 1982 adopt- 
ed by the airline collectives, without any stipulated changes in the number 
of flight hours by type of aircraft, called for raising the control figures 
of the state plan by 1.3 percent for passenger transportation, 2.4 percent 
for freight and 6.7 percent for total profits. 


All of this indicates that the practical implementation of these objectives 
had to be based on intensifying the production process with the existing 
equipment and material and technical facilities and with no changes in the 
price of tickets or increased flying time. 


Since the flight and engineering and technical personnel are the managers of 
the socialist property in our case, efforts aimed at the successful implemen- 
tation of tasks and objectives were made in two directions: in terms of the 
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flight personnel and the support personnel which makes the flying equipment 
operational. 


Under the conditions of the new economic approach and mechanism, the indica- 
tors we adopted and approved in determining the wages of engineers and tech- 
nicians, today directiy depend on the implementation of the income plan of 

the subunit, the technical condition of the flying equipment and the regular- 
ity of flights, which is based on different coefficients related to observing 
flight schedules. The search for the best possible forms, indicators and 

coefficients for encouraging such activities is a steady process in our case. 


At party and open meetings workers and specialists at the aircraft technical 
base in Sofia discuss and suggest a variety of methods for organizing and 
managing the production process, the maintenance and operation of the air- 
planes and their equipment. Everyone is interested (both managers and per- 
formers) in meeting the production indicators, ensuring profits and wages and 
establishing the "Transportation Aviation" as an efficient competitiv, and 
profitable enterprise. 


The major basic problem which faced us was to reduce the time spent by the 
airplanes on the ground for regulation and current technical servicing, to 
secure the timely and high quality readiness of the flying equipment and to 
carry out through our own forces and facilities checks and repairs of machine 
units and sys*ems, thus eliminating expensive charges in foreign currency. 


Leading engineering and technical personnel in the aircraft technical base 
suggested, experimented with and developed a new method for servicing jet 
aircraft, described in the regulations as "step-by-step," which considerably 
reduced unproductive time on the ground by as much as 20 percent. We are 
laying the foundations and drafting conditions for the application of an even 
better method for servicing “according to condition,” which will enable us to 
observe the parameters and condition of aviation equipment and machine units 
with computers. 


The introduction of night crews for regulation services, which carried out 
preparatory operations which did not require skilled manpower and precision, 
yielded useful results. 


The reorganization and unification of the efforts of specialists in electri- 
cal, radio and instrument equipment within a comprehensive brigade enabled us 
to secure the transfer of forces from regulation to current technical servic- 
ing and to develop a nucleus of trained specialists who can intervene and 
eliminate damages rapidly and competently in the case of complex breakdowns 
and malfunctions. In the future, this experience will be extended to workers 
and specialists working on the airplane and its engines. 


As the managers of socialist property, the transport aviation collectives 
displayed initiative and mastered operations which saved valuable socialist 
and capitalist currency. Thus, for example, the engineering and technical 
personnel mastered and is observing the stipulations of Bulletin No 600 
(control of wear of and cracks in engine blades), an operation which had to 
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be carried out by specialized brigades from the USSR. We have mastered 
repairs of a number of systems, instruments and machine units in the aircraft 
power systems, radio equipment and instruments. 


The technology used in replacing airplane seatcovers is a new development 
which saves us 40 to 50 foreign exchange leva per seat. Specialists and 
workers at the “Instruments” shop assembled and commissioned a new system for 
long-distance flights, which ensures the most economical steps and systems in 
flight. 


Considerable efforts were made to extend the general technical lifespan of 
AN-24, IL-18 and AN-12 airplanes. The number of seats in some TU-154 models 
was increased to 167. 


The pereonnel try to reduce to a minimum unplanned requests for spare parts, 
the price of which is triple the usual. 


All of this gives a good idea of the way we feel as managers of socialist 
property. 


Today no single member of our collective remains unconcerned about the ful- 
fillment of the annual counterplan and the scheduled takeoff or landing of 
airplanes, which is the core of our organizational and production activities. 


The rhythm of the production process in our enterprise involves periods of 
extreme activity and mobilization of collectives, and periods with far less 
stress. It is precisely this that creates possibilities and prerequisites 
for wasting working time. This reserve is not always taken into considera- 
tion or sufficiently assessed by the immediate political, social and admin- 
istrative managements. 


A great deal is left to be desired in terms of the more conscientious pro- 
tection and preservation of socialist propert’ ar. increased preventive work. 


We are convinced, as confirmed by our practical activities, that the func- 
tions which have been granted to us as managers of economic property are the 
only proper and true way in the development of labor collectives. 

Political Economic Aspects of the Problem 


Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 31-35 





[By Prof Delyan Konyarov, dean of the Faculty of Leading Economic and Admin- 
istrative Cadres, Marxiem-Leninism University of the Sofia City BCP Committee] 





[Text] As in any other system, some scientific theoretical -methodological 
approaches have organically intertwined hierarchical relations and interac- 
tions, objectively based on the complexity, dynamics and development of the 
social system as a whole and its basic subsystems and structures, the deci- 
sive and determining among which is the production-economic. That is why the 
political-economic scientific approach is becoming increasingly integrated 
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with the systemic-structural, program-target, multiplication and class-party 
approaches. 


The studies and publications interpreting the concepts of the BCP Central 
Committee on the subject of the owner and the manager, and the problem of 
managing the state socialist property of the whole people do not always re- 
fine the scientific approaches on the individual levels or the hierarchical 
order in their asvessment of our economic system. This leads to eclecticism 
and automatic reiteration of already expressed formulations and positions. 


The questions related to the different approaches and their integration 
within a single creative means of utilization, particularly in the case of 
the state socialist property of the whole people and its manifestation and 
management, deserve far greater attention. 


By virtue of many circumstances the socialist state has exercised ani will 
continue to exercise its monopoly constitutional right of representative of 
the working people in the distribution of productive capital and other pro- 
duction factors and the acquisition, handling and centralized utilization of 
the added product. Following the scientific principles of the class-party 
approach, the Central Committee and its management units will continue to 
select and promote leading cadres involved in defense, security and other 
strategic political and economic institutions. This will not contradict in 
the least the essence and the Leninist principles of the democratic central- 
ism. The one~sided and simplistic view of the labor collective as merely the 
owner-manager who has the obligation to manage conflicts with the initial 
theoretical-methodological concept of the subject of the state property of 
the whole people. All working people, including the social community of the 
labor collective, are the prime bearer and subject of economic relations in 
the state property of the whole people. That is why the labor collective 
performs managerial functions as both co-owner and manager. This basic 
theoretical-methodological and practical problem demands additional study and 
refinement. I am raising it mainly to prevent erroneous comparisons with the 
capitalist owner and manager and the private management monopoly clarified by 
Marx in his theory of the differentiated land rent. The further clarifica- 
tion of the problem would prevent us from pitting the socialist labor collec- 
tive against the socialist state, which represents the power of the working 
class allied with all working people. 


Marxist-Leninist systemic approach and study, creatively used in political 
economy, has as its most characteristic feature the study and clarification 
of objective socioeconomic processes, phenomena, relations and categories on 
different levels, consistent with the basic structures of the production- 
economically unified organic system. 





On the level of the means of production the basic and determining production 
relations of acquisition, handling, use and management of production condi- 
tions and factors and production results, i.e., ownership relations, are 
quite clearly distinguished. 
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On the level of the phase development of the reproduction of the social 
product, we determine the secondary relations defined by Marx, related to and 
stemming from relations existing within the reproduction process itself of 
the already produced social product. This applies to distribution and re- 
distribution, exchange and turnover, personal (nonproduction) consumption, 
and others. 


In these secondary economic objective relations as well we find relations of 
acquisition, condemnation, ownership, possession, handling and utilization, 
which are inherent in and typical of ownership. However, they are of a dif- 
ferent grade. They are not first grade, as are production relations. 


On this basis, several conclusions and recommendations are possible. 


The first is related to the fact that some Soviet political economists 
distinguish between production and economic relations on a scientific basis. 
In my view, however, it would be more accurate to use the combined concept of 
production-economic relations, production-economic subsystems, and so on. 


Second, the fact that the ownership category is a comprehensive and rather 

complex organic system of relations which determines the social form within 
which we find the components of primary, secondary and tertiary production- 
economic relations. 


Third, in order to be able to formulate a reliabie and a realistic scientific 
mechanism for managing implementation and management processes of the state 
property of the whole people, in all cases we must have a clear concept, we 
must study, master and take into consideration the complex specific structure 
of relations within this ownership. This applies above all to the basic and 
determining objective production-economic relations of acquisition, condemna- 
tion, treating as personal property and possession, as well as relations of 
handling, utilization, organization and management. 


Fourth, not least in this management mechanism for the manifestation and 
management of the state socialist property of the whole people, are specific 
needs and interests: class, individual, of the labor collective or another 
social community, public, governmental, integral and international. 


Fifth, the precise legal-juridical system of regulating documents is of very 
great significance. This system must be consistent with the objective, real 
and determining relations within this ownership as a complex and in terms of 
hierarchies. 


Sixth, the system of principles, directions, administrative and juridical 
laws, and others, related to the practical exercise of intraproduction, labor 
and economic democracy, is and must be the leading unit in the management 
mechanism. Together with the other economically active regulators, levers 
and means, it can gradually aad systematically resolve one of the central, 
the vital problems of socialist intensive reproduction--the elimination of 
the elements of alienation which exist among some of the working people who 
must feel and behave toward the state socialist ownership of the whole people 
as toward their own. 
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Seventh, the administrative mechanism for the practical manifestation of the 
state property of the whole people and its efficient and intensive manage- 
ment, regardless of its specific features and aspects, must be an insepar- 
able, an organic part of the overall single economic mechanism which serves 
both material production and services. 


Eighth, one of the basic prerequisites for reaching optimal results in the 
implementation of the task set by the BCP Central Committee on the use and 
management of the state socialist property of the whole people, in my view, 
is the application of a scientific class-party approach in the selection, 
training, promotion and transfer of management cadres on all levels. 


Ninth, I deem suitable the provision of direct help to the personnel involved 
in the party, trade union, Komsomol and lecture propaganda system, using the 
help of theoretically, methodically and practically well-trained teachers and 
propagandists, particularly in discussing the topic "New Aspects in the 
Theory of the State Socialist Property of the Whole People and the Mechanism 
for its Exercise and Management." 


In this case the idea of the organized assignment of scientific workers-- 
political economists, sectorial economists, sociologists, jurists, philoso- 
phers and others--to specific economic projects in Sofia for a given period 
of time, would be quite timely and useful. However, we must also elaborate 
more specific methodical instructions and model topic plans and theses for 
use by scientific heads of course and teams, teachers and lecturers. 


Socialist Content of Management 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 35-39 
[By Todor Petkov, deputy chief arbiter, State Arbitration Authority] 


[Text] The problems of ownership as a manifestation of objective production 
relations are basic in political economy; as manifestations in the social 
area they are sociological problems; as related to the mental state of the 
participants in the production process, they fall in the area of social psy- 
chology. They are also problems of the legal superstructure, for all objec- 
tive laws, unless codified in a proper legal form, may remain merely part of 
the scientific developments of political economists, sociologists and others. 
That is why the legal superstructure is particularly important. It expresses 
the will of the state as the owner of the property of the whole people. As 
the owner, the state administers management on an overall basis, through 
laws, legal mechanisms, the state plan, economic regulators and norms, state 
control, etc. The manager, represented by labor collectives organized in 
economic organizations, enterprises, brigades, and others, makes economic use 
of the property of the whole people in the interests of society, the collec- 
tive and the workers directly involved in the labor process. 


If all the rights and functions are transferred to the manager and to manage- 
ment, the state will be the fictitious owner only. No one can be an owner 
without the right to appropriate. Ownership is precisely appropriation, and 
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socialist ownership means appropriation in the interest of society, the col- 
lective. 


That is precisely why the state creates the mechanisms through which the most 
efficient use of the property of the whole people can be achieved. In this 
case, the tie which links the owner, represented by the various state organs, 
and the manager, represented by the various managing subjects, is precisely 
that of ensuring the most efficient utilization of the property of the whole 
people and its multiplication with a view to resolving our major development 
problems. 


This precisely is the light in which we should consider the functions of the 
manager. The problems related to the content of the right to manage have 
been resolved through our economic mechanism, and our normative and economic 
legislation. 


Usually, the right to manage is described as the right of possession, utili- 
zation and handling of state productive and working capital. However, under 
the new conditions we could not clarify the functions of the manager on the 
basis of this characterization alone. They are far broader. The manager 
directly manages projects within the single and indivisible system of social- 
ist ownership, projects which have been assigned to it or which he acquires 
as a result of his production efforts. The manager manages not only produc- 
tion and working capital but manpower resources as well. As manager he 
provides a tie between labor and labor objects and means within the unified 
reproduction process. The manager is also involved in the social development 
of the labor collective, not only because it is a requirement related to man- 
power reproduction but also as one of the basic requirements of our socialist 
system. 


Under the new conditions, the manager also has purely managerial regulatory 
functions in connection with the expanded autonomy of managing labor collec- 
tives organized in economic organizations, enterprises, brigades, etc. 
Through its mechanisms, the state has expanded the operational economic 
autonomy of the owner in order to ensure the most efficient results, energize 
the labor collectives and make them part of the interests of the whole people. 


Obviously, given the expanded managerial autonomy now granted to the labor 
collectives as managers, we cannot be satisfied with the old definition of 
management as merely possession, utilization and handling of productive and 
working capital. We must broaden the concept and give it a meaning based not 
on Roman law but on our own wocialist one. In this connection we must enrich 
the legal superstructure as well. 


In connection with the management of socialist ownership we could look for an 
interaction between one of the basic socialist principles of administration 
and management--cost-effectiveness--and the functions of the manager under 
contemporary conditions. The functions of the manager are actually the 
essence of cost-effectiveness. Cost-effectiveness is the basic method in 
planned management and administration of socialist property. The purpose of 
cost-effectiveness is to ensure on all levels self-support and profitability, 
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which is the essence of the entire economic approach and the multiplication 
of the national wealth through profitability. The means used to achieve this 
purpose include granting the broadest possible autonomy of the labor collec- 
tive so that it may broaden its initiatives, support itself and provide more 
goods for itself and for society. 


The means include economic interest in its forms of economic incentive and 
economic responsibility. This is guaranteed by the various directions and 
forme of economic control. 


This is a question of cost-effectiveness on all economic levels. I do not 
support the view that cost-effectiveness could be complete or partial depend- 
ing on the level. We have specific manifestations of socialist cost-effec- 
tiveness which, however, must be complete on all levels. The specific nature 
of the individual levels determines differences in the characteristics of the 
individual cost-effectiveness. However, it does not mean that we should 
adopt a single pattern in its application and proclaim it complete on one 
level and partial on another. 


Internal cost-effectiveness, brigade cost-effectiveness, are enriching our 
new theory. The clarification of managements protlems will be facilitated by 
considering the individual labor collectives as managers of the property of 
the whole people and by linking socialist management with cost-effectiveness 
on the different levels. 


Economic practice demands a specific answer to the question of who ‘n our 
country is the manager? We cite the economic organization, considering it 
the basic structural unit within the national economy. Actually, a large 
number of collectives exist within the large economic organizations, and each 
one of them is also a manager on its own level. We also face the major prob- 
lem of a breakdown of the abstractly formulated functions of the manager and 
assigning them to specific organs such as the brigade, shop, enterprise, 
economic organization or association of economic organizations. It is not 
the development of the problem of managing in its entire scope, from the 
smallest primary collective to the largest, that would leave theoretically 
unsolved rather important problems; we must develop the type of mechanism 
which will formulate management functions in such a way that the brigade, the 
brigade's collective, will know what it manages and the extent of its rights, 
obligations and responsibilities. The shop, the enterprise, the economic 
organization must be familiar with its functions, its economic competence, 
and the range of its rights, obligations and responsibilities. In practical 
terms this calls for extensive and serious work on breaking down the manage- 
ment functions and assigning them to the individual economic subjects within 
economic systems. This requires the elaboration of an entire system of ver- 
tical and horizontal intraeconomic relations which would express the fact 
that the brigade as a collective is the direct manager of what has been 
assigned to it and is demanded of it, and would provide the most efficient 
management of facilities granted to it and would engage in most efficient 
economic activities. 














We must elaborate the mechanisms through which we can distinguish between 
management functions within the economic hierarchy, which exist within the 
economic organization, and the economic systems based on the accepted organi- 
zational and managerial structure of our economy at the present stage. This 
is not merely a question of formulating regulations on internal cost-effec- 
tiveness or on the organization of the wage system. Although necessary, the 
formulation of the management technology which would determine for each offi- 
cial position the place and participation of the person in the implementation 
of managerial functions on the respective levels is insufficient. Although 
necessary, it is insufficient merely to develop internal and external rela- 
tions with the internal and external environment on the corresponding econo- 
mic level. We must also elaborate the economic levers which will contribute 
and influence internally the desired high efficiency of socialist management 
on all levels. 


Unless full economic responsibility is not supplied on all levels, from the 
top to the bottom and from the bottom to the top, through the elaboration of 
management problems, our objectives cannot be obtained and we cannot ensure 
efficient management which will yield highly efficient end results. Or else, 
let us consider the distinction between the functions of managers--of the 
enterprise, on the one hand, and the economic organization, on the other. At 
this point contradictions become apparent. Such contradictions between the 
organization and its enterprises are objective. They stem from the develop- 
ment of internal interests which follow the main direction which may be 
occasionally different from the interests of the organization. Such inter- 
ests must be combined in order to have a single directional activity. They 
must be combined in such a way that the labor collective on the primary level 
will become maximally interested in showing the highest possible socially 
useful activeness. 


At the same time, we must also provide guarantees for the economic autoromy 
of the manager. For the time being, we have no overall developed system of 
such guarantees, and even already approved guarantees are not applied fully. 
This leads to isolated manifestations of bureaucratic administration in the 
negative sense of the word, rather than economic management provided by the 
state. We are a socialist country. The socialist state will always exercise 
its economic, organizational and managerial functions. However, this does 
not necessarily mean the appearance of subjectivism or the violation of the 
rights granted labor collectives. This can be blocked by legally developed 
guarantees based above all on the nature of the work and the practical func- 
tioning of the mechanism and the actual exercise of rights and meeting of 
obligations. lUbsless applied, good formulations would not yield the results 
expected by the party and the state. 


Optimizing the 'Owner-Manager' System 


Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 39-41 





[By Professor Dr of Philosophical Sciences Asen Kutov, director of the AONSU 
[Academy of Social Sciences and Social Management] Marxism-Leninism Institute] 


[Text] After the victory of socialism, our country has always had an owner 
and a manager of socialist property. However, their interrelationship has 
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varied depending on the stage reached in our sociological development. The 
aspiration has been for such relations to become such that at any given stage 
the greatest possible acceleration of scientific and technical progress, the 
strengthening and multiplication of public socialist property, the improve- 
ment of distribution according to labor and the reaching of higher labor ini- 
tiative may be attained. 


Today, in the essentially new conditions of comprehensive intensification, 
the task is to retune, i.e., to optimize the “owner-manager"™ system. This 
requires the development and the particularly efficient use of scientific and 
technical progress and the strengthening and multiplying of public socialist 
property on the level of the economic unit. We would like to reach this 
target today by distinguishing between the functions of the owner and the 
manager of socialist property by releasing the state from its functions of 
manager on the level of the economic unit and transfer them to the labor col- 
lective. In practical terms, we are trying to achieve this through the new 
economic approach and its mechanism and the new brigade organization and wage 
systems, under the conditions of which the brigade is organized on a cost- 
effectiveness basis and wages become a residual result. 


I agree with the concept that we must not pit the state as the owner against 
the labor collective as the manager of socialist property. We must not allow 
this to happen not only on the level of the economic organization but on the 
national and any other levels. However, I disagree with the fact that the 
reason for which some of the working people change somewhat their attitude 
toward public property, a phenomenon which we can already note unfortunately, 
is the distinction made between the state as the owner and the labor collec- 
tive as the manager of socialist property. The reason lies in the anomalies 
which exist in the application of the socialist principle of distribution 
according to labor. Even the norms of the old economic management and admin- 
istration system did not make it possible for the income of individual labor 
collectives and working people to be based on their actual contribution to 
increasing the national income. We are trying to achieve this now, with the 
new economic approach and the application of its mechanism, by organizing the 
brigade on the basis of cost-effectiveness and allowing the wage of the 
individual working person to be the residual value. The development of the 
labor collective as a true manager must be achieved also with the help of its 
sacredright to participate in the formulation of counterplans and engineering 
projects. 


Since property is public and no one has the right to handle it other than the 
state, as empowered by and in the interest of the people, what is important 
to use, strengthen and multiply this property rather than waste it or, in a 
word, it is a question of managing it. This can and must be accomplished by 
the labor collective which makes use of productive capital. To accomplish 
this, however, the collective and its personnel must be given a material 
incentive and earn wages based on their labor efforts and accomplishments. 











The socialist state, reprwsenting and empowered by the people, is the owner, 
for the state alone can prevent individuals from using public property to the 
detriment of society and others and to one's own advantage. The state alone, 
as the organization of the people, can meet the requirements of the objective 
law of the proportional-planned functioning and development of society. And 
it is precisely the socialist state, as the owner of socialist property, as 
assigned by and the representative of the people, which expresses the real 
pride and feeling of security of the people as the real owners of public 


property. 


What we lack today is ensuring that the labor collective is the manager of 
the socialist property on the level of the economic unit. As the owner of 
socialist property and as representing and empowered by the people, the state 
must be gradually released from managerial functions on that level. Our 
labor collectives have already gained extensive production and managerial 
experience and are able successfully to manage socialist property. This is a 
new great incentive for labor initiatives. It is also a new expression of 
the people as the real owners of socialist property. This is also a new 
opportunity for the accelerated development and, particularly, the highly 
efficient use of contemporary scientific and technical progress. Not least, 
this is also a new opportunity for strengthening socialist public ownership. 


Philosophical-Methodological Problems 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 41-43 


[By Professor Dr of Philosophical Sciences Petur Velchev, AONSU Marxism- 
Leninism Institute] 


[Text] The main strength of the scientific analysis found in Marx's "Das 
Kapital” is the brilliant application and use of the dialectical method in 
clarifying the economic development of capitalism as a social system. In a 
spirit of self-criticism, I have reason to stress that we are suffering from 
a lag in our study of philosophical-methodological problems in the develop- 
ment of economic studies in our country for which, naturally, the philoso- 
phers themselves mainly are to be blamed. 


I consider that it is entirely accurate for the management process to be 
interpreted above all from the viewpoint of the concept of the relationship 
between owner and manager, which was formulated by Comrade Todor Zhivkov 
after the 12th Party Congress. This concept should be considered a clar- 
ification of the contemporary development of socialist ownership as an in- 
ternally conflicting process and as a unity of quantitative and qualitative 
changes. In itself, it is a scientific abstraction and we should not fear to 
point this out. 


We must acknowledge that essentially our dialectical way of thinking consid- 
ers socialist property as an internally conflicting entity. The concepts of 
owner and manager stress another internal contradiction in the development of 
socialist ownership, which so far has remained unseen. It is accurate that 
the “owner-manager"™ concept existed in the past as well and that it did not 
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appear now, after it was formulated. The “owner-manager" relation should be 
considered on the basis of the requirements of the dialectical method as 
internally inherent in socialist ownership. The role of the socialist state 
as the owner of productive capital, acting on behalf of the entire people, of 
our entire society, and the labor collective, as the manager of productive 
capital, express the interrelationship between “wo actual sides of ownership 
itself. The owner and the manager are in a state of unity and difference. 
They interpenetrate to the point of merger and reciprocal negation. This is 
not a play on words but a clear expression of actual developments in accord- 
ance with the concepts of dialectical materialism. In its attitude toward 
the labor collectives, the socialist state acts as the overall owner and 
manager; in its attitude toward the state, the individual labor collective 
acts as the co-owner and specific manager. The relationship between the 
state and the individual labor collective is the relationship between the 
general and the individual. It is precisely within the framework of this 
dialectical relation that we should delineate the position of the economic 
organization, which is both a state enterprise and a place where the labor 
collective is created and functions. We could stress that the economic 
organization plays the role of the special feature, so that the state ex- 
presses the general while the labor collective represents the individual. 

It is thus that the familiar dialectics of the general, the special and the 
individual contributes to the fuller clarification of relations between owner 
and manager. 


Unquestionably, the role of the labor collective as manager must be inter- 
preted quite thoroughly. 


Essentially, it is a question of raising the management of socialist property 
to a new level. 


In terms of its functions, management should be consistent with the overall 
description of the higher stage of the socialist phase and contribute to the 
development of the material and technical base of socialism and, hence, to 
the overall development of the social system. On the one hand, management in 
the mature socialist stage should be distinguished from management during the 
previous stages of building socialism; on the other, it should be distin- 
guished from management in a capitalist society and, in general, in a society 
based on private ownership. Today, when we stress that a qualitative im- 
provement in managing productive capital is necessary, we mean and we should 
mean a qualitatively new stage reached within the framework of the measure of 
socialist ownership. In terms of its nature, the management of socialist 
property should be distinguished qualitatively from management in a capital- 
ist society which it dialectically rejects by rejecting what is unnecessary, 
negative and obsolete and retaining what is valuable and useful and which 
could be used on a qualitatively new basis in the development of socialism. 
It makes sense to learn how to manage in a new way, for in this respect 
socialism has still not displayed its advantages as a new system. 





The purpose of such philosophical-methodological considerations is not to 
provide a specific scientific solution to the management problems, for this 
is an economic task. Their purpose is to contribute as one of the components 
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of scientific research, the purpose of which is specifically the comprehen- 
sive and profound definition of the essence of managing productive capital 
under socialism. 


Nonantagonist Contradictions Between Owner and Manager 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 43-46 


[By Docent Sava Gevrenov, BCP Central Committee Institute of Social Manage- 
ment } 


[Text] The distinction between owner and manager is justified from the 
legal. economic and management viewpoints. The fact that the social objec- 
tives of the socialist owner and manager are the same does not mean that they 
are free from contradictions. The nonantagonistic nature of such contradic- 
tions forces us to identify them scientifically and practically and resolve 
them through the methods of socialist planned development. The resolution of 
nonantagonistic contradictions between owner and manager is subordinate to 
the objectives of real socialism: suitasle and justly paid work for all, 
based on quantity and quality; accessible education of the growing genera- 
tion, subordinate to technical progress; accessible health care on a high 
quality standard; access by the people to cultural accomplishments and 
values. The fear that the theoretical interpretation and practical revela- 
tion of objective contradictions between mariager and owner under socialism 
would turn them from nonantagonistic to antagonistic is unjustified. It is 
precisely the opposite: the results of ignoring and failing to resolve them 
may be negative. 


The legal, economic and management aspects of relations between owner and 
manager are relatively distinct and autonomous without being isolated. 


Among the legal aspects let me stress only their economic feature: possession 
and utilization. 


There is no argument that the possessor is the socialist state while the user 
is the labor collective in the different juridically separated economic pro- 
jects. 4 larger labor collective can surmount arising contradictions in the 
interest of the end socialist objectives, although not without difficulty. 
This rule operates through the familiar democratic legal mechanisms of the 
socialist system. 


The very fact that the labor collective within the economic organization be- 
comes a juridical person means that it is legally pitted against the owner. 
In legal language this means that they each have their specific rights and 
obligations. As the owner, the state remains the only basic company promot- 
er. It not only organizes new economic and noneconomic activities but 
assumes the main risk in operating them. For example, in the case of losses 
or subjective errors it is society which absorbs them entirely. In other 
words, the legal mechanism between the owner and the user is effective when: 


--a consistently socialist economic mechanism is applied, above all in the 
distribution of economic results between the possessor and the user; 
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--the main subjective abuses are reduced virtually to a minimum through legal 
means (essentially preventive); 


--certain rights are granted the local authorities and economic organizations 
to organize on their own new production activities and to expand, update, 
reconstruct and renovate the old; 


--the owner retains his right through managing the investment process to 
continue to define with the unified plan for socioeconomic development the 
strategic directions toward improving the national economic structure. 


The relatively autonomous economic nature of the “owner"™ and "manager" cate- 
gories is equally unquestionable. They encompass the objectively created 
opportunities for company promotion (starting new economic activities, 
terminating such activities and declaring economic bankruptcy if necessary, 
and dealing with problems of distribution and redistribution of entrepre- 
neurial income. 


The labor coll-ctive is given all economic opportunities to accumulate ade- 
quate funds (development and technical improvement, economic risk, socio- 
cultural and other investment funds) needed for production intensification, 
through the development of engineering projects and counterplans. Actually, 
this is the most important economic function of the labor collectives. In 
the course of its implementation, the manager must ensure the overall devel- 
opment of the national economy by securing at each specific stage the neces- 
sary centralized funds. The fact that a labor collective may have wasted the 
opportunity to accumulate adequate means for its expanded reproduction on the 
basis of its own engineering plans does not relieve it of the obligation of 
contributing to the centralized funds of the national economy. 


The national economy and the economic organization are interested in develop- 
ing the production process through higher capital investments. Nevertheless, 
the state centralizes a considerable share of the funds of the economic 
organization in order to meet the requirements of the unified plan for socio- 
ecou.cmic development. Under this situation the only possible solution for 
the national economy and the economic organization is to seek sources of 
credit or, with the help of new short-term economic measures, to seek means 
of accumulating the necessary capital. This contradiction between the owner 
and the manager has always bees present in our socialist development. When- 
ever possible, the owner has always shown his understanding and has helped 
the manager. In the economic approach as well there is no doubt that the 
manager will receive proper support. At this point, however, in the case of 
an economic approach which was not described as "new" accidentally, it be- 
comes a question for the manager as well to try to mobilize all of its re- 
serves through economic means, displaying a socialist economic consciousness 
as manager and performer. Today the interests of the collective in develop- 
ing the production process can be protected only through an engineering pro- 
ject suitably substantiated from the economic and technical viewpoints. 


The development of efficient production facilities, the accelerated develop- 
ment of lagging areas, the energizing of individual initiative in auxiliary 











farming plots, the mobilizing of personal efforts in resolving the housing 
problem, and so on, also require substantial centralized funds. Therefore, 
when some of the “personal” funds of some economic orgenizations are approp- 
riated we should nut forget the very essential fact that these funds are 
owned above all by the manager. He centralizes them not for the sake of 
aggravating contradictions between him and the owner but in order to keep 
such contradictions nonantagonistic. Any excessive development of a given 
sector or activity for which society is not prepared triggers profound social 
contradictions as well. Our own experience in socialist development confirms 
that society can resolve grave social problems faster when it centralizes 
funds for smaller activities as well, even at the cost of minor errors, and 
in the development of more backward areas. In the economic approach as well 
the defense of socialism and the international obligations of real socialis« 
justify the occasional appropriation of some of the personal funds of the 
economic organizations. The failure on the part of the middle-level economic 
manager to understand this fact would mean that the appropriation of such 
funds by the state-owner would seem a type of activity which violates the 
proclaimed economic approach. This does not eliminate the possibility and 
even the duty of middle management to struggle through economic means against 
the unjustified appropriation of some enterprise funds which are equally 
necessary in the development of a given production activity and the solution 
of ripe social contradictions. 


The definition of the state as the owner and the labor collectives as manag- 
ers is a successful clarification of their actual economic relations consis- 
tent with the development stage in socialist production relations. 


Efficient Use of Ownership 


Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 46-51 


[By Docent Candidate of Economic Sciences Doncho Kolev, BCP Central Committee 
Institute of Social Management, deputy head of the Economic Mechanism Chair] 


[Text] The development and functioning of the socialist economy as a complex 
self-organizing system of social relations are based on specific internal 
laws. The effect of the objective laws and patterns characteristic of a 
socialist social system predetermines the transition of socioeconomic devel- 
opment through various stages with their respective management systems and 
mechanisms. 


Socialist national economic management is directly related to the level of 
development of production forces and production relations. The expansion and 
steadily increasing complexity of public production, the intensification of 
the internal and international division of labor and the related increasing 
need for even more complex labor cooperation and integration, the contempor- 
ary scientific and technical revolution, paralleled by an explosive growth of 
information, the application of the new economic approach and its mechanism 
as well as many other social phenomena and processes have complicated the 
problems of eccmomic management, that of the individual economic unity in 
particular. 


* 








Socialist property is single and indivisible and belongs to the entire 
people. It eliminates the inequality existing under a private ownership 
system and creates a new type of production relations distinguished by 
collectiviem, cooperation, comradeship and mutual aid. 


Socialist, including cooperative, property is owned by all members of society 
jointly and in its entirety, rather than as individual production or consump- 
tion items. The state and its institutions are merely the juridical manifes- 
tation of the rights and functions of ownership belonging to the people (the 
cooperated group), for which reason they are merely the representatives of 
the latter. This creates the high level of socialization of ownership and 
ite democratic nature under the conditions of a socialist society. 


Socialist ownership is exercised, used and operated in two ways. the one 
hand, as property of the whole nation it is expressed through the efforts of 
the entire society represented by the state. The main function of the 
socialist state at the present stage is economic-organizational. It is pre- 
cisely as the owner of productive capital that the state has the right and 
obligation to determine the directions of the country's socioeconomic devel- 
opment, national proportions, pace and balance and, in general, to plan and 
guide the development of the national economic complex. On the other hand, 
because of the low level of development of social production forces and, on 
this basis, the low level of maturity reached by socialist ownership, the 
appropriation of the finished product and, consequently, the exercise, uti .i- 
zation and functioning of such ownership cannot be achieved directly. It is 
carried out indirectly, with the help of a variety of economic-organizational 
forms, both state and cooperative. This creates the problem of managing 
socialist property. 


The efficient use of socialist property, productive capital above all, can be 
achieved alone neither by society, represented by the state, nor by the labor 
collectives as managers and co-owners of the productive capital assigned to 
them by the state. Hence the increasing significance of the problem of the 
economic autonomy of economic units and the national economy. 


By assigning productive capital to state enterprises and, sometimes, cooper- 
atives and private individuals, to be used efficiently and always strictly 
for the specified purpose, the state does not eliminate (nor could eliminate 
without the permission of the people) the national nature of their ownership. 
It does not transfer to them such ownership. It does not follow from such 
actions that such property has become the group ownership of those who manage 
it. The state cannot abandon one of its basic gunctions<-the right of owner- 
ship as the representative of the whole people.* The economic organizations 
and their branches are not the private owners of productive capital and they 
cannot sell it, replace it or give it away outside the rules stipulated by 
the state. Should such rules be violated, the development of the national 
economy would find itself trapped by the uncontrolled market force. 
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The socialist economic unit is a collective of people who, on the basis of 
the ownership of productive capital by the whole people and the unified plan 
for socioeconomic development, produces specific items or provides specific 
services to society and, above all, for purposes of personal consumption. As 
the co-owner and manager of productive capital, the economic organization and 
its branches need a certain economic autonomy and independence. Whereas the 
first aspect of this problem has been resolved more or less successfully in 
theory and practice, regardless of the reorganization and errors committed by 
the subjective factor, so far its second aspect has had different and not 
always successful solutions. 


Objectively, the relations between the economic organization, the members of 
the labor collective respectively, and the state are above all economical 
(production), as they are among the individual economic organizations and 
between a given economic organization and the members of its labor collec- 
tive. The task at the different stages in building socialism is not to lower 
the role and significance of such relations through the elevation into a 
fetish improvements in organizational state functions but to define clearly 
and precisely such economic-organizational functions of the state as the 
owner of productive capital and the functions of the economic organization as 
its co-owner and manager, with a view to the most efficient utilization and 
multiplication of socialist property. 


One of the essential characteristic features of the economic approach and its 
mechanism is the increased democratic nature in economic management, economic 
democracy in particular. On the one hand, this calls for strengthening fur- 
ther the role of centralized planning; on the other, it requires the steady 
increase of the role and participation of the labor collective in economic 
management. Comrade Todor Zhivkov emphasizes that "centralized state planned 
management based on socialist ownership is the main advantage of our, society. 
The task is to make use of this advantage on all management levels.’ Com- 
pared with theoretical concepts and recent practice, some substantial changes 
have taken place in the role of centralized planning: the number of central- 
ized mandatory indicators has been reduced while their structure has been 
improved and their synthetic and qualitative aspects have been enhanced; pro- 
portionality, balancing, comprehensiveness and optimality have been intensi- 
fied; the application of the target-program and comprehensive approaches and 
the normative method has been expanded, planning technology has been im- 
proved, and s0 on. 


Changes from the viewpoint of strengthening the economic autonomy of economic 
organizations and their branches and, more specifically, the participation of 
the labor collective in public production management, have been even greater. 
On the basis of the stipulation that the labor collective is the manager, the 
economic approach and its mechanism call for allowing the economic organiza- 
tions and their branches to manage productive capital autonomously. Gly 

thus, Comrade Todor Zhivkov points out, will the labor collectives “have the 
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real right and power both to preserve and increase socialist property and to 
use it most efficiently for the good of the collective and society.’ This 
strengthens the role of counterplanning and the implementation of the plan is 
ensured not through administrative but economic methods, incentives and 
controls. Greater democracy is observed in the formulation of the counter- 
plan and the basic prerequisites for the formulation of realistic and bal- 
anced counterplans are provided. 


Currentiy the "dialogue" and the approval of the plan by the labor collective 
are the weakest links in counterplanning, entailing the consequences of all 
negative phenomena in the implementation of the functions of the collective 
as manager of socialist property. In this area both theory and practice owe 
something to the management units. This directly affects the efficient 
utilization and development of socialist property. 


One of the most important positive changes in the economic autonomy of eco- 
nomic organizations and their branches is the enhanced role of cost-effec- 
tiveness, including internal and brigade cost-effectiveness. The level of 
cost-effectiveness determines the actual economic independence and autonomy 
of the individual commodity producer and production unit within the national 
economy. The laying of economic grounds under all realms and activities in 
the national economy, i.e., converting them to a system of cost-effectivene- 
ness and, above all, to its nucleus--self-support--is another major charac- 
teristic feature of the new economic approach. "The actual application of 
this principle presumes that each labor collective and individual working 
person will act every day as the true manager of socialist property and feel 
that the results of his labor determine his personal well-being.’ The fol- 
lowing prerequisites are available for the implementation of this stipula- 
tion: first, the economic organization and its branches define the object of 
their activities in a new and independent fashion, with a view to the fuller 
loading and efficient utilization of equipment and available resources and 
the full marketing of the finished product (service), as well as reaching the 
planned increase in the wages of workers and employees; second, the right to 
market its output directly or indirectly, depending on the economic advan- 
tages accruing to the individual unit and the national economy as a whole; 
third, the possibility of economic and production-economic units to associ- 
ate, to create associations (corporations) consisting of autonomous economic 
organizations or companies and associations engaged in noneconomic pursuits; 
fourth, the development of a new type of relations between economic organiza- 
tions and their branches, on the one hand, and between them and ministries 
and departments, on the other, based not only on the principle of one-man 
command but, above all, on mutually profitable economic relations and cooper- 
ation; fifth, the creation of a new type of brigade organization and the 
establishment of a new type of brigade as the basic production, economic and 
social unit of the labor collective. 
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However, such positive changes are paralleled by many not entirely resolved 
theoretical and practical problems: the full observance of the principle of 
voluntary association among economic organizations and their branches, sur- 
mounting the tendenc’ to administer and violate economic autonomy, increasing 
the economic and other responsibilities assumed by the economic organizations 
for the effective use of socialist property, sluggishness in the development 
of new-type brigades, and many others. Obviously, in this case the central 
planning organs play a major role. However, the role played by the economic 
organizations is even greater. "The reason is," Comrade Todor Zhivkov empha- 
sizes, "that one cannot have the right to manage property belonging to the 
whole people without assuming responsibility for the economic results of such 
actions."* Unquestionably, finding the suitable incentives for the efficient 
use of available resources, be they material, labor or financial, is an 
essential way in improving the economic mechanism and ensuring the further 
expansion of the economic autonomy of economic organizations. 


The full resolution of the problems of economic autonomy of economic organi- 
zations and their branches is a major prerequisite in the efficient manage- 
ment and utilization of socialist property. 


Owner, Price-Setting System 
Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 51-55 


[By Senior Scientific Associate Candidate of Economic Sciences Lyubomir 
Marinchevski, head of Price-Setting Methodology Section, Prices and Price- 
Setting Directorate, Scientific-Methodological Finance Center] 


[Text] Both the owner and the manager are directly involved with price-set- 
ting and prices. The concern of the owner for achieving a faster growth and 
against the draining of the national wealth are the main reasons for this 
attitude. However, the owner (the state) is also most directly involved in 
commodity and population service prices, for they are factors in shaping the 
living standard of the people and among the mechanisms for the implementation 
of distribution processes, particularly in redistribution based on labor, and 
among the norms which define the measure of consumption. The owner is in- 
volved in this problem also because prices can stimulate progressive pro- 
cesses in the economy, such as scientific and technical progress, economical 
utilization of resources, and others. 


The attitude of the owner toward prices and price-setting is usually related 
to a type of structure which will ensure the normal development of cost- 
effective relations and, above all, will guarantee self-support and will com- 
bine the interests of the owner and the manager. However, the combination of 
interests is a three-sided process. The owner must help the manager with a 
normative base, ranging from a standard norm of outlays to a system of eco- 
nomic norms as a whole, including prices. In turn, however, the manager must 
contribute his share to national results, as is required by the economic 
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mechanism and its core--self-support. In turn, self-support is related 
mainly to purchase and sale prices in the course of the reproduction process. 
The size of the profit (loss) depends on prices at which commodities are sold 
on the domestic and foreign markets. The only restrictions here are the 
level of Labor productivity and the quality of the manager's output. 


The economic organizations produce items most of which are sold on the for- 
eign and domestic markets (commodity stock). However, the production of 
finished goods requires the use of raw and other materials, sources of energy 
and, in a number of cases, elements, assemblies and units, many of which are 
imported. Most economic organizations purchase and sell mainly on the basis 
of foreign market prices, which are entirely independent of the owner and the 
manager. Prices on which goods and services are sold to the population are 
objective as well. Among others, their level is determined by the popula- 
tion's income. This is the third side of the principle of combining inter- 
ests. 


A manager who ignores this objective requirement would be unable to reach a 
state of full self-support. For example, could self-support be complete if 
the manager were to pay 50 leva instead of 100, with the balance being paid 
by the budget in importing a commodity from the foreign market? Would cost- 
effectiveness be real if the manager were to seil on the domestic market an 
item for 50 leva but receive budget subsidies because of higher costs? Would 
he directly experience the difficulties facing the owner, protected as he is 
by those budget buffers? No, naturally. This approach is inconsistent with 
the economic mechanism. It could undermine cost-effectiveness as a whole, 
limit the amount of budget funds through which the owner ensures the normal 
development of the national reproduction process, and so on. It is no acci- 
dent that the attention of the manager is drawn to the fact that "today each 
labor collective must feel the way and the extent to which its labor is 
valued abroad." 


Consequently, a price-setting-price system whcih requires the development of 
budget buffers and in which the manager is not directly responsible for sales 
prices on the domestic and foreign markets, conflicts with the economic 
approach. However, this means that if he is to sell his products without a 
loss or subsidy (a loss to the state), he must produce with minimal outlays 
and his commodities must match world quality standards. Otherwise he would 
be unable to earn a normal income and have income withholdings. This line of 
development is a difficult but the only correct one for the manager. It is 
difficult because it brings to light all positive and negative features in 
managing the production forces entrusted to him. It is also the only correct 
one, for it is exclusively on its basis that such forces can be expanded. 


A retail trade in excess of 15 billion leva per year (excluding services), in 
population retail prices, exports and imports worth 10 billion leva each, 
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based on foreign trade prices, and a national income of 21.8 billion ,~ require 
that such figures must be always kept in sight in shaping the pricing system 
and above all the price levels and ratios. This faces both owner and manager 
with firm, high and very strict requirements. They can be met through dynam- 
ic organization, management and administration practiced along the entire 
chain. It is precisely with this in mind that the owner faces the price- 
©*tting system with requirements such as the steady and complete study and 
forecasting (short-term and longer) dynamics of foreign trade prices; improv- 
ing the price-setting of goods for industrial and personal consumption within 
the country; steadily watching production costs, and many others. 


As to combining interests through prices, according to some economists this 
can be achieved mainly on the basis of an equ-lized, unified (averaged) 
rather than differentiated profitability norm for managers-producers. How- 
ever, in selling the goods on the foreign and domestic markets at realistic 
prices, the difference between the price and its full cost--the profit--and, 
respectively, the profitability are results and, consequently, are objective- 
ly differentiated. Under the conditions of the economic mechanism this is 
based on the results themselves. It has also been proved theoretically that 
the average normed net income included in the prices does not characterize 
the efficiency of individual production facilities. Practical experience in 
our country and in other socialist countries rejects the use of uniform 
averaged norms. From the practical viewpoint, if we compare a specific 
average profitability norm with the actual profitability, deviations from the 
actual efficiency of the various sectors appear when the goods are marketed. 


The question of the average normed net income included in the prices is 
related to the price model (type). It has been suggested that one of the 
currently used price models, the so-called "value" type, for example, be 
applied. However, a uniform type of price-setting has become obsolete in 
resolving the complex and multidirectional trends and situations which 
develop in the course of economic management. The "value" type of prices 
leads to the self-measurement of national labor and the inefficiency of 
sectors which account for scientific and technical progress and the effi- 
ciency of sectors in which manual labor predominates. Today price-setting in 
the country is based on a combined method of profit distribution within 
prices. A system of price models is used. In our view, the so-called 
"international price model" plays a determining role in this system. It is 
precisely such a combined price-setting system that encourages progressive 
processes in the economy and asserts the economic approach. This is con- 
firmed by the latest party documents which stipulate that prices of goods and 
services "must be made systematically consistent with,production requirements 
and sales on the domestic and international markets," with a simultaneous 
increase in the people's living standard. Consequently, any further improve- 
ments in the price-setting-price system should be sought in that direction 
rather than through one-model solutions. 
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It is in this spirit that the question arises of a fundamental category in 
price-setting such as the socially necessary labor outlays (ONRT). Usually, 
this category is related only to the average for a given sector or the na- 
tional ONRT. However, the conditions governing the shaping of outlays have 
changed. “According to the economists," Comrade Todor Zhivkov has pointed 
out, "the national economy could be described as open when the ratio between 
foreign trade and national income is at least 25:100; in our country, how- 
ever, it has already reached 90:100. Consequently, our economy is highly 
open.' Qn this basis, the socially necessary labor outlays cannot be purely 
national. Raw and other materials, energy sources and others, imported a* 
foreign trade prices, become value production outlays. These are socially 
necessary outlays for the production of finished and semifinished goods but 
are also international outlays. This process, however, is reciprocal, for 
when goods are imported and exported a dialectical negation takes place and 
the international and national values are eliminated. A national-interna- 
tional value, national-international socially necessary labor outlays devel- 
op. Marx's stipulation to the effect that "... once an object has become a 
commodity in foreign relations, it — a commodity within the community 
as well, through a reverse action,’ and enables us to assess said processes 
of rejection and elimination as the basis for the formation of national- 
international or international-national ONRT. This is the essential nature 
of the ONRT category considered in its dynamics. The result is that "al- 
though the value of the commodity is determined by the- amount_of labor in- 
vested in it, that same amount has been socially determined , ""” and in this 
case a national-international social determination of the ONRT takes place. 
On this basis, when we say that in price-setting the subject must be consis- 
tent with Marx's stipulation regarding the socially necessary labor outlays, 
it cannot ignore this category. Finally, let us also note the changes in the 
place and role of national and international ONRT within the national repro- 
duction process with the same category. The international ONRT become the 
determining global norm governing the functioning of the reproduction process 
through their monetary manifestation--international prices--and, above all, 
through "sliding" contact prices, in the same way that the participation of 
the country in the international division of labor is a determining factor in 
our economy. 


Problems of Managing Property 


Sofia OTGOVOR NA AKTUALNI VUPROSI in Bulgarian No 5, 83 pp 55-60 


[By Senior Scientific Association Ognyan Panov, deputy director of the BCP 
Central Committee Institute of Social Management] 


[Text] The further development and establishment of production relations 
consistent with the developed socialist society require a theoretical 
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reinterpretation and a new practical solution of problems related to managing 
socialist property. 


It is no accident that it is precisely now that the party raises the question 
of the need to distinguish between che functions of the owner and those of 
the manager under the conditions of a developing unified ownership of produc- 
tive capital by the whole people. The reason is that the process of its 
establishment is nearing its end as a result of the course which was followed 
purposefully by our party for the past 30-40 years, a course which became 
particularly active after the April plenum. This has been a course of bring- 
ing state and cooperative property closer to each other. We now speak of 
ownership by the socialist state. It is a question of something new, of an 
essentially new and qualitatively new phenomenon which is the result of the 
essential changes which have taken place in state and cooperative ownership, 
i.e., the gradual shaping of a single socialist social ownership. 


Its unity consists mainly of the following: first, the unified system for the 
appropriation of the social product created as a result of managing the 
socialist property. Second, the identical economic conditions governing 
price-setting, credits, interest rates, taxes, and so on, applicable to all 
types of economic organization. Third, the identifical economic working con- 
ditions of labor collectives in such economic organizations--wages, social 
insurance, collective utilization funds, and others. Fourth, the same atti- 
tude toward the unified plan for the socioeconomic development of the country 
--the formulation of state plan assignments and the counterplan. This ade- 
quateiy proves the actual existence of a single socialist ownership by the 
whole people, despite some minor differences in the economic mechanism, the 
legal status and the organization of management in industry, agriculture and 
production cooperatives. 


It is obvious that this social ownership by the whole people must be repre- 
sented in the political organization of society, who will handle it, act and 
perform ownership functions. This applies to the socialist state. As part 
of society, as part of the people, we, like all labor collectives in our 
state, are the owners in the sense that we are part of the socialist state of 
the whole people, part of society. However, we have conceded the functions 
of real ownership to the state with its integral political organization. 
Naturally, through our proposals, debates, plan discussions, participation in 
the discussion of concepts, and so on, we take partin the decisions made by 
the state as owner. However, these are two different things. We are owners 
only to the extent to which we are members of the society and are part of 
this single state of the whole people. Socialist property is single and 
indivisible and the state handles it as the real owner on behalf of and as 
instructed by the people. 


When the party stipulates that the labor collective is the manager of social- 
ist property it distinguishes between it and ownership in a capitalist 
society. Everywhere, including our country, the economic organization is 
represented by its manager. Consequently, when we claim that the economic 
organization is the rea] manager of the socialist property, this means that 
we accept the concept accepted in a bourgeois society, to the effect that the 
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manager is the one who handles and manages and correspondingly organizes the 
management of this socialist property. 


The party concept, which was very well substantiated by Comrade Todor Zhivkov 
at the 12th BCP Congress and in his subsequent works, is that the manager of 
the economic organization is part of the labor collective. Consequently, the 
labor collective as a whole, including the manager of the economic organiza- 
tion, is the real manager. If we eliminate the labor collective, all we have 
is dead property. Mly people can be managers and, under socialist condi- 
tions, this applies to the entire labor collective. 


Naturally, when we speak of the conversion of the labor collective into a 
true manager of socialist property, we must bear in mind the exceptional 
complexity of the problem of managing the property of the whole people and, 
above all, the rights and obligations which stem from the fact that the labor 
collective must handle the property ard engage in activities which are eco- 
nomically relatively independent of the state-owner. This social, political 
and economic problem affects the organization of public production. In order 
for the labor collective to be able to carry out its functions as true man- 
ager it must be granted economic autonomy, economic rights and economic pos- 
sibilities within the framework of the respective economic organization of 
society. Naturally, the problem affects the entire system of economic activ- 
ity regulators and the effect of the new economic approach and its mechanism. 


We must not be the slaves of the old concepts of ownership and management, 
for they belong to a different age. We are building a new society today, a 
classless society. Consequently, the principles of a class-oriented society 
will not be valid under our conditions, for ownership is related to the class 
structure of the society. We must fill the concept of socialist property 
manager and owner with a new social content. 


From this viewpoint, when we speak of the conversion of the labor collective 
into a true manager, it is very important to determine the entire range of 
interrelationships within the framework of the labor collective. Labor col- 
lectives vary. There is a primary labor collective which is directly related 
to the object of its production activities. There is a basic labor collec- 
tive where we find a territorial-production autonomy of the collective and 
social contacts within which we can identify a collective. There is the 
legal and economic autonomy of the organization within which the basic col- 
lective is formed. There is also talk of the labor collective of the eco- 
nomic organization, less from the sociological viewpoint than the viewpoint 
of economic interrelationships within the national economy, for as a result 
of a number of gradual changes in the economic structure of our society the 
economic organization becomes the basic economic unit and, consequently, it 
encompasses economic interests. It is within it that the problems of tech- 
nological progress can and must be resolved better on both international and 
national levels. This also applies to resolving problems of the formation of 
the wage fund which, regardless of the system used in income distribution, 
one way or another will remain a means for economic coercion for meeting the 
economic responsibilities of the labor collective. This can be fully accom- 
plished within the framework of an economic organization. These are precisely 








the complex problems which will define the extent to which the economically 
autonomous unit--the economic organization, enterprise, shop or brigade--will 
provide the necessary prerequisites which will make the labor collective a 
manager and on which we must focus our attention today. Their solution is 
related to the question of the economic intervention of the state, for there 
can be no socialist state without economic functions, without functions re- 
lated to the overall management of socialist property within the framework of 
its basic proportions and structures in terms of ensuring development rates 
and proportions in the national economy. These are basic requirements facing 
the socialist economy which we must never forget. 


Therefore, without absolutizing the concepts of owner and manager, we must 
make a very clear distinction between their respective rights, responsibil- 
ities and obligations. This is because, in my view, everyone will agree that 
no collective or individual could be a true manager if someone else is stead- 
ily interfering in their work. A practice widespread in the past, which is 
still occasionally extant, is the interference of ministries not only in the 
management of economic organizations but of subunits and brigades as well. 





We also face the very serious problem of the conditions leading to better 
management, along with the problem of demarcating between rights and obliga- 
tions and protecting the rights of the manager from bureaucratic interference. 
This applies to the problem of the motivation of the labor collective. I al- 
ready mentioned the role of the economic mechanism, but in addition to it the 
feeling of management, of being the real manager, can also be a source of 
more efficient production and implementation of the economic functions of the 
labor collective. That is why we must now look for economic, political and 
ideological ways and means to ensure the comprehensive stimulation and devel- 
opment of a feeling of ownership in the labor collective. In the final 
account, the entire problem may be reduced to assessing the activities of the 
labor collective. Since we have public ownership of productive capital we 
must have a public assessment of everything: the results of the activities of 
the collective, the individual contribution to these results, and the rela- 
tive assessment of the various types of labor, for the principle of distri- 
bution under socialism is based on the quality and quantity of labor which, 
therefore, should be assessed as well. 


All of these are real problems of exceptional complexity. It is obvious that 
they cannot be resolved in the course of a single debate. We cannot even 
claim to have resolved them theoretically and have thus completed the job. 
Tremendous practical work must be done in terms of norming documents and im- 
proving them as well as determining a measure from the philosophical view- 
point, a specific one, determining how much centralization we need, to what 
extent to we need it, to which should it apply, how, and so on. 


When we discuss the conversion of the labor collective into a true manager, a 
very important problem is that of guarantees to the effect that the manage- 
ment of the socialist property by the labor collectives will follow the 
direction of the social interest, social production intensification and in- 
creasing the volume of such property rather than merely being satisfied with 
the achieved and the purely consumer attitude toward the assignments which 
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are set, with aviewto earning maximal wages without thinking of the social 
results of the activities of the individual labor collective. This means 
that we must develop truly new labor relations which will organically combine 
the interests of the individual, the collective and the state. 


These problems are very complex. In the final account, they are related to 
our vital daily problems. It seems to me, therefore, that we must engage in 
extensive purposeful theoretical activities and have the labor collectives 
extensively discuss conclusions and proposals. 


All of these problems are not new, but the formulation currently given by the 
party and developed in the works of Comrade Todor Zhivkov, are essentially 
so. The new features include the qualitatively new standard and new stage in 
which these problems must be resolved. Another new aspect is the creative 
implementation of the principles of Marxism-Leninism and their further devel- 
opment in our circumstances. I would like to believe that this discussion is 
a useful forum which will contribute to the further clarification of the 
problems facing our country today, problems which are formulated by our 
party. The more successfully and quickly we resolve them the more successful 
and fast will be our overall progress. 
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